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Inttoeuction ‘ | . ' y

Many atteqpts, both successful and unsuocessful, at planning for
‘elemssts of postsecondary education in Alaska have beean mgde during the

£

recent past.A These attempts havc been made by a wide variety of

concerned educators, legislative committees, consultaats. H&tiva e

€ P R

organizations, educationél institutions, and various admiaisttative

. agencies. Much of the work done in thls area has actually been more

'.description and identification of needs rather than true planning and

*

that -which can be classified as planning is almost exclusively tactical

as opposed to long-renge planning

*

The value of long-range.plsnning ig still questioned in some

quarters, especially when it deals at a state level and seems to bear
]

little relationship go the day—to-day operations of institutions and

e agencies coucerned with postseoondary education.. Contrary to whst some

| believe, plﬁnning is not. making decisions now about what to do’ in the

\

future. Rather, it is an attempt to develop an explicit design for the

futute which will organize variables into a cdherent pattern so as to

provide a structured frame oﬁ reference within which futu:e decisions .

<

can be made more. effectively when the time comes to makc theﬁ._ Actually, k

»“then, planning can be viewed as an attitude as much as a procass.

As was mentioned, an exclusively large majority of the planning
" done in Alaska has been tactical as opposed to long-range or strategic

Some exglanation!and definitiou of the terms seems appropriate.

*

Strategic planning should reflect the Eundamental assumpcions a state

-~

and its citizens have about'postseoondary education. It,lsfsubjeet to

L



\

*

"

few ehanges between major policy cycles and ought to_:eflect the

-

- fundamental assumptions about postsecondary education, long-range

societal objectives and‘goals, and the principal missions, roles and

s

functions of all postsecondary educational institutions, segments and’

az7ncies._ This is the type of information ususlly contained in‘a

.8 ate’s mhster.plan'for pcetsecdndary education. The specific tOpice

3

matter requiring central decision—making (and thus suitable for inclu~"

as’ coulé strategic plannlngtf Some;qf the diverse items inclxded ;n

to be included are relative since each master plan contains a unique

* -

eelection of topics whichwreflecu the individual pattern of the state -

a'pattern that distinguishee, although imperfectly, between subject

{

sion in the master plan) and t@pics ‘for which decisions at the campus or

S

institutional level are mnre appropriate Under certain circumstances

practically any topic in postsecondary educition could be considered

. legitimate for inclusion in a;master plan.

Tactical planniqg, on the other hand, takes place within the

parameters of strategic planning. Its components should include short

i
- d

and intermediate range goals} developmental time frames, and the step-
‘ | N

JLDy-step means of achieving strategic goals. The'specific topics

included may be concerned with any element of postsecondary education:

Ve

oy

L BN

bqth strategic or tactical planning ere: articulatian between conmunityv .

'N'

celleges, vocational-technica institutes and four-year schools,

reduction in duplication of ckurses and programs; modes of cooperation

. L Ry ) : ) C ‘ :
between public and private imstitutions; new programs of instruction;

new campus sites] research and public service, innovative program

development end‘encbdragemenp-of meane‘of expending lifelong learning;

\ -

stn&enttaid;,building-prégrams and priorities; contracts for scarce

-, ’ o

-



. . . \ . Coa
‘services; budget formulas and processes; snd management systems.

- Strategic planning; then, is more approprigte to a state msster”

planning‘effort, while taccical-planning is mo:e aopropfiate to an - m;'_ A
- L R i . .- AP B : . . . N\

< ins:itutidh@lhlgvefgﬁfgn.f“AscéointeE'out7by Brown (1976):

: “Compared with the institutional plan, generally the state - .
k: ‘ K . plan discriminates more of its variables quantircaciygly -~ - . ' .
: ‘ Lo " than qualita:ively, utilizes comprehensive data:to é%%sure N L : B
the perimeters of the system; places emphasis on such™areas
_ | - as statewide educational opportunitiss, differential. ' ,
" . : < functions and programs, faculty demand and supply, relations =~ ' TN
with state government and procedures for equitable distribp- ' o
tion of funds; formulates policy controls and coordinative
‘ organization; disgplays great sensitivity to broad, public- , | s
' o sentiment pressures, particularly those arising from
- ' taxpayers and legislatures" (pages 22-23)

Browh goes on later to contrast this with the emphasis of institntional

plans which include areas such as student selection, curriculum revision,

e ‘ ) . . ' . R
: j"faculty recruitment and deployment, need for facilities, and funding
' requivements. Thug, it is apparent that although there is overlap

e between'institutional-level and state—lEVeI plans there efe‘some general

guidelines as to what should be included in each. ‘ ' -
The nead for a statewide master plan is many timé//wustified
especially recently, as a framework for lnstitutional accountability,

‘and this is certainly true.. But it should be much more than that ‘as

R . X T - R '
. I Heclo (1975) warns: w “‘. _ o o
L R N : . -

& L N

- "Watergane wﬂgaa reminder that, we must Judge publin organiza—

" . .tioms aot’ only by what they dg but by how they do it ...” This

. reminder was particularly timely after some years during which

@ L concern for outputs had almost totally eclipsed concerm over .
) SO the standards governing the production of those outputs’ r
(pages 80~81). \ T |

—

e _ Therefore, the master plan should be concefned with means es]well as

® " ends. Thie'concern seems particularly appropriate in Alaska at this time

T . ' . : v )

as' 1s evidenced by the current University of Alaeka financial situation./. 3

! . . . ’ o \ - . .-. -‘,
LR |
- X .
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Regardless of;how one defines it, however. planning has beeome an

sctivity of increasing importsu;e to, ina;itnpiuns &ndwescneies st*all :

’ ”levels in postseconda:y education. In the Stste of Alaska, as elseWhere,

A';he decsde of" the 'TO‘s has brought with it many phenomena which make

Y

-~

continuous formalized plsnning fiot only necessary, but urgent.

-

Current Situation .

Much of what is postsecondary education‘in'Alaska fglls»unner the

segis,oEAthe University of Alasks s&stem. A syStem staff is maintéined

" at the Fairbanks campus, ostensibly to provide coordinatioh and

direction for the‘msny elements which comprise the system. Under the

| guidance of the University Board of'Regents the system organization

s

has attempted to perform some coordinated system planning but have been

hampered in many sress.‘ The rspid growth in the institutions comprising

/;he system, student enrollments snd assoqisted faculty and Eacilities

has tended to keep reality seversl steps ahead of planning. Although\

‘ L 4
'

administrators at every level hsve attempted to plan and orgsnize their

'.respective activities,.the fapldly changing situstion has allowed them

to plan only at she most elementary levels.- There is a grest need in

the mansgement information systems area for more organization and
F Y 'y 4 :

coordination. The current University of Alaska system organizstion hss

-

a high&y‘centrslized framework without the personnel, time or dollars(

L]
4

' allocated to perform the function adequately. Additionally, and of more

. Pl . LY
primary importance, the idea of strongy central administraticn with the -

Université(of Alagka's diverse postsecondary educational network can be

seriously, questioned as wi&lgbe discussed later in this document. .%any
L

'

of ‘the system 8 oomponents have’ condneted planming for their own units

SRR I

(N



‘ :ha: is far more complete and sophistica&ed than the system s attempts

u-\?University of Alaska is sufferiug from what many HIS exparts call el

~then is to foous on key points in the administrative sgructure whereA 2o

‘year plan for vocationall educatign in Alaska is completed and in its

Communicy Schools;,Cootinuing.Education units, Skill\Centers, etc. with f"- v

- definition, function and duplication of effort.

‘in Alaska is'a th d_emerging and quickly growing seciorJI.Scatewide,
* . LI .- . .

coordination in thifrrea, with feﬁ‘exceptions,,is Iiterally a vast

R 3 - ¢ 4- \‘ R
eV, e i — et s

"fragmeotation. This refers to the fact that much of the info:mation

g‘ generated and planniog instituted is-done in semi~isolation. .The~need‘

expansion of the planning, g;nagement and evaluation capability will

»

~sefve to streamline and simplify University coordination. .

A second area oﬁ Alaskan postsecon&ary education involves voca—.

tional-technical'education as odminiﬁtered by.state and local agencies.’

TThere has been some long-range planning done in this area afpd Q five-

T

/

final "brush-up" stages. Wide participation from the postseoondary

education community was éccompliéhed in the writing of this plan. Io _ .A -

is’a commendable attempt at state;wide planning.,VHowevef, the pian, - Co

S

written to conform with Federal guidelines on obtaining funds, deals

4

primarily with procedurés and not  issues in vocational education. It
ot . '

does not address, in “Substance, whether the current state of vocadional

educati'on in Alaska is‘ poor, moderate, good, c*e.xceilent, vor the

" eriteria by which those kinds of determinations could be made. It‘does:

- ¢

not address the relatiopsh;p or coordinatipn between Commmunity Colleges, . v

Vocational Edocation, Liferbng_Education; Aduit Basic Educationm,. Career

"Education and o;herlareas where substantial cohfusioq;exists ad to

- f -

/T}F area of,proprietéry institutions in postsecondary education -

»

- Lo
. 3 f
. : .
. -
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wasteland The Commission on Postsecondary Eﬁhcetion-ﬁes taken‘steps

* to insure that quelity instruction is- offered and. that propriecary

3 ne——— - —
institutions do not misrepresent thémgelvee -to cpnsumers. However.

- w-wm.-‘-«.r‘..“.... .

strong steps need to be«takem so that these typee of institutions are .{
encouraged to orgenize themselves and provide mechanisms of coordinetion

and eyaluation.- A recent proposal to include a representative of the

propzzitary area on the Commission for Postsecondary Education seems eﬁﬁﬁ}

~

step- In the right direction. | o | -

Private, non-profit institutions are a fourth-important area of

. 3

'postsecondary education. Since there are only three major institutions
»

of this type, coordination emong them is- usually active and relatively

easy tO'accomplish. However, their coordination with public hﬁﬁher‘

education is somewhat lacking ' This area needs to be strengtkened and

with the addition of ‘three new extremely involved pre31dents in this area

)

the future of priv&te higher education in Alaska looks brighter than it

LS

-

has for many‘yeers. .
S
 Much of 'the lack. of planning and’coordination in'poetseconoery.

.education in Alaeka has been dme £§ a lack of information to carry on,

the function. Data collection and telated‘pqdcedures are slowly and \
Y - .« . R . ! ) ’ ‘ “
- painfully being developed. . The lack of dataiis still at a highly

‘unacceptable level‘ but the status of analysis to ptovide menagement

information . is practically nonexistent and is a hindrance of great‘ ‘

proportions to managers and policy makers at every level /ﬂ\ésically, oo

- this lack of date‘and-informetion calle Eor remedies in three areas: ]

- -

| 1) specifying data requirements and defining data elQPents, 2) aggregation;

.‘, and” enalysis of data for manegement use and 3) coordination “of data

-

y“ colleﬁtion prOcedures acd training ofJ&Eta collection personnel. -

a ‘.- v - . - .

L ] X . - g . - . . e Lo -
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Another area of informstion that ds lacking in slmost sll areas of

« o

postsecondary educatiun is evaluative infcrmstion., Much mqre wark needs

o S

to be dene in both continuing and follcw—up evsluxtlon with sn eye f:; g ﬁ -
towards discriminscing the good from;the bsd An exsmple of a simgle
kind of ev ustion, but one which ig ecnspicuously lacking in~most ot

.
.
.
’ - . -
T
” N S~ .
. . A
: . .

Alaska's p&st ecsndsry programs a program.is initiated in

[

ary education, more Native Alaskan graduates,

encouraging nore resident students to’ remain in the State after college\
~ : s

graduation, or meeting some specified needs of rural Alaskan villagefs,;~ #&\\

‘theq,the_success_of-theﬂptogram shsuld be jnged in’ lsrge psrt.by~ ,

wﬁether‘er not-it resulted in more students in Alaskan«highlsehools

oing to Alaskan colleges, in produgin Native Alaskan raduates T
going ges, in produging move 8 oL (?
in- causing nore resident students tg\remain in the State after college’ DR

L4

[ r ' ',‘.' .
grsduation or 1n actually meeting the specified needs of rural Alaskan ‘

villagers. If- the program difs not have an impact on the needs it was
iutended to meet, then -the progran should not be concfhued and reasens“ -

hhy it did not work shculd be salvaged as much as possible so, thst ' _ :

’ -

something new can be tried. - ' \ : ~

As will be discussed in later sections of this doeument, much of’

'T! .

the information that is lacking about Alaska postseeondary educstion

e e - .. . e e

>

needs ta be related to, and a partial justification for, the public

., S

*Egnd,s ‘sppropr ated for its use.‘

[N . .
<,

Role and Scope of the ‘Document
The present document is intended to provide a~startingéplsee far

cempiling a comprehemsive statewide plan fotlpostsecondgry edugation in

”



Alaska. It recognizes that masterplanning involves the identificatinn L.
h . ‘- | o 3 ' ' .)A
"'--\'."' -.cf key problems, acCumulatien of eccurate dete about those problems, AN

: :the dnalysis of their interrelatiqpships. the ex:rapolation of future . .
. oD -
e ' slternacives that might emerge out of presenr conditions, the gssessment - .

-~ - e - N

‘!k.ik;; of tPe C°333quencee of introducing new variables, the chnice of the

amost desirable mcdified alterne:ives snd a built-in feedback system for

e periodieally reevelnatins rhe-goels—seleeeeenend—rhe_neeas-ueeé £0--
e \

[achieve chem. The final mascer plan document should be the cumulation - e

PR - and inregratien of the plsns produced from a series of special planning '

| L efforts in specific sreas. |
° B ,

Veverrheless it is deemed valuable and necessary to prov ide

*

_ identificationwoflthe areaa~eorbe;deelt-with the experrisewthst—hss~~f~""-.w e s
'.o . lf . ¢
R been brought to bear on similar problems, the work ther hes slready been-

‘; , - s . .

'“dqne in each area and the probable area or areas which suggest success.- | o ,

VT . Each of the ma;or areas in the master:plan wi}l'be dealt with in this-way

) . - ) - ' . )

o - with recommenda:iens or alterndtive courses of action suggested where S e
. L " rv‘ | ! , .‘ . L i . | ' . ot ) )
Y o f appropriate. A secrion of the document will be devaoted to a .recommended

' .;general procedure co be taken iédég;piling the haster plan in terms of A

timelines, psrticipants and mecheds of presentation. The intended use of
. “pche document is as'a departure poxnt fBr discnssion, analysis and o f_ _ “

,”modificsrien by :hose segments of postsecendary educarien who will have g

i s e e e e w— N —_ _‘_ . . - - e ) e -

?.,e_: X L to: 1ive by its teneCS' it is their plsn in the end and only theirs.
SR | | e — A A
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Coe . ~* Planning, Coordination and Evaluation-

.,

-« ‘ s

Probebly no ome in postseoondery eduoetion or any other enterprise S '
R would deny that planning, coordinetibn and eveluation are importent

functions. Obviouely, it is impdrtent in eny organizetion to look‘eheed

_at where i: is going, where it shd?ld be going end hoé.it probebly ought
to get there (Plennins), thet the eubunits of the organization ':: ' ?f. .
understeni and eommunicete with each- other ebout ettaining their overall

i'"a“.‘ ‘: goals (coordination) and that the methgds being ueed to reach- those -

goals ere effective (evaluation) ~a eimple description of- an extremely

-

”:“complicated process in lerge organizetions. As most educators are .

~ \.“

®- well aware as orgeuizaxions becnme lerge two major things heppen’

AN

. L.f’~The scope of the undertakings and aseocieted informetion
withdn the organizetion becomes so diversified end widespread
_“ o g' o ; :het aa one person or. even group of persons can be intimetely T

aware of‘ell aspcts. \ R : .' e

.

2.. Due mninly to this first occurence, the subunite-in the

o organizetion tend to become semi~eutonomous with support -and
g | ~ ‘direction of their dkp IR o E .

Ld

The ;eeults of theee two forces tends to meke plenning_ ooordinetion

3 c

'|b"' and evaluation of the organization extremely difficult, but not
impossible One of the elternetivee is to saeparate the meny components
g e ’ of :he organization into functional cecegories. For instence, in

@ o poecseeondery eduoetion, one might o;ganize all components the: deal'

v winh finenciel effeirs, all those chet deal primerily with providing

"_‘ v

. . ’ - . ' ) . . .
. . . . . . l . o )
. .. . . :
o o L9 g o ‘
. B g Co , R . Vo . £ ‘ . A
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. instruction, those that d;w& in support areas of personnel,»student

.- _'affairs, and auxilliery aw:.);-\;rices,l those thad\deal prinetily with the &
o physicsl-plant of the orgdnizatiou, and coordinste their planning and
- evaluation actiVities before sttemptins to mesh them with each other.
3

N €
. ’ '
P

. Some system of: interqsl coordinstion of the participants and functions:

of an organization needs to. operste effectively for orgsnizstional

« .

direction to occur. e R B “;.

During recent years several conditioms or situations have evolved

¥

in postsecondary educstion that hsve affected'planning,effortsfacd'hsﬁe\
fl_' . !,‘ ) mace plannicg more difficult. There has been an increasing loss of :{

‘. - 1esdership in postsecondary educati&h The initistive for action seems o
to oeve psssed to those outside postsecondsry education. Because of. |
budget restraints and lack of initiative in educational leadership,

. others have tsken the 1ead. Demanes for accpnntability'aod-specific

e meéasurable results ;nd indicatdré“oi the success or torth of-postsecood- '
_ary. eddcation have mct with an organization ill—ptepared to provide such

‘&‘ ,; information.” ‘The change from higher education to postsscondary education

| . has included, new. sectors of education not previously planned for. Finally,,

the move-to providing all things to all people hss changed the emphasis

from specific institutional roles and missions‘to providing education-to

anyone who can afford to come or cen obtain a.xéan; It's someghat &

”fecling of:- "Let s get ;11 the students we can get our‘hands on,. then
we-EEn match our goals, objectives’ and direction to whatever these
students say they want." It is very fsshionable in postsecondary

‘ | | L 'education'\[day to "meet' the oeeds of the‘ students. " Sounds good, but

N

- how do you set some limits on that? The needs of students are as‘diverse

-

——————— e e



es the numher of individuals attending at aey one time._ ﬁhenfié theré:f‘

, R enough'oeed to chxnge plans and eommit resources? The point here is e
e .Vnot to enswer these speoifie questions but ;g reelize that ell the needs‘ L
. o cannot be met and self direction by the system, to some extent will

“ ) o Ia ’
: . at least define where everybody is’ headed. When one attampts to take an

. enterprise thatéﬁberates'by resction rsther then plan an&?attempts to )
R  make it accountable, confusion will abOund. There is no framework v :
‘ ' . ‘ . o TR L ‘ A
R around which it can be aceountaﬁle. ' : S ‘ - .

.-‘,

. The planning that must be done must emanate mainly from the local.

level with only a guiding,,stateyide framework This doean 't mean that ‘

* institutional’ planning should be done in isolation. But it should be
e done latgely by the institutions‘themselves instead of being done by
. others who will do it on ‘their oen.terms ’
“' T 'Date Collebtion ano'ganagement .1'
. ‘1‘ Many times a'system or eysteos of institutions do not' seek ot have ;
‘ilj L dccess to iﬁiormation to do their own system planning. Iosteadvof -
- - taking toe initiative to define,their‘owo date neeie-eod‘to”contro;-the.
. collection of {nformation they remain paseivé and let others'do it for f

e ~ ( . | .

There is 5reat oompetition for information within a state. Many

l

o t different interests are satisfied by gathering, analyzins and . !

o mm————— F. .- — —r [ S e B e e o —_ — - R,

.. o ,disseminating information on postsecondr}y education. Sometimee the .

*

reasons behind this demand for information are only partly for better

‘knowledge, understanding and appreciation of - the problems and needs of

» ‘ .

""‘~ ' postsecondary education. They also involve motivations to’ msnage and

L ' control’postsecondary education. . As most administrators are well aware,
. . Lo R . . \ .

_;" - ' . - .

‘fEBiQ{ - | . ’t :( 17 o | o | [ PR
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”Lneeded for management, educational leaders should be careful about

to promote insigh; into the operations of an orgapization.

UM RN P .
. , - o

« + 8

-

7"noé only is informatioo power, but't%s;é who'control information have

) - the powé? co control,, In pggyiding definition and contzol of the data

oconfusing da:a wich information. _Alaska'is only now'at a besinning
; otage of gathering data ahout its postsecondary educational syseem

. Even 80, great volumss of gducational data are available. Yet ahwost

K

& study of'facult? wotkloads observed: "At some inscitutions,.information

.abo&: :eaching Jloads years ago is avaiiable in simpie, useful and

cohetent form, but information for current years has to be gleaned

‘slowiy and expensively from masses of data on computer tapes or printouts"-

(page 33) Sys:ems of data collection should be built_wi:h an eye toward d
[ .

.providing game sorts of information that are’ determined before the data

system is assemblad Statistical data are numbers; statistical informa~

-

cion congists of daca that have been condensed organized and aualyzed R

oo
LY ‘.'

,Tgis_does nor,meaé'that'data are no;.véluable'or needed. Io fact,

o - : .
data collection is the first step in gathering and providing informationm. .

. Creating or updating data systems almost alwa?s starts with opeggting data.

-Computérized Data and_Information Systems

‘The recent develoomcnt of the“Universicy of Alasks‘Computet Network

”"”(UACN) has bees ap attampt to provide a means to provida data and through

systems dev!loped by Systqu Communications Technology (SCT) in che

¥

student enrollmént area (Integrated Student Information System - ISIS)

“

and the~financial area;(IntegraCQd Budge:gInformation Sys;em - IBIS) have

“~

attempqod to provide ioformqtioo as well. The effort has bogged down

*
o

.everyone scnses a lack of informatioug Jedamus (1974) wh}le working an_m;m 

e Y

[P ——
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. LI
somewhat mainly due to some considerations af design thst either vere

resolved at the outset inciude: *

~,

13°°

CE

N

not dealt with o) 4 gere é;;lt with by the wrong people st the outset. o

’Some of the sspects of Y msusgement informetion system thst neei&to be

Concegt - should the system be considered as onf integrated

- whole or. as a serias of psrtitioned suhsystems connected by

f

ectusl or pote

the ’60's and

?

ewhet i# t&s '70’s but some seriaps practical

1 linkages? This was e popular concept ;n |

diffxculties became apparent st places where the totsl

integrated system was tried.

Basically, the whols system

concept requires thst evetything be. un&eIStood before snything

' can be sccomplished.,

— - R e r————— o e o

It requires one very 1arge~sosle

implementation befoxe any psrt of the system will work for

snybody.

It is vulnersble to blocksge by a single component.

Additionally, its development takes a very long time snd

. during this time there is uo apparent payoff to the organiza~

tion thst is pouring funds into it»'h“«

Thersfore,

A

ggre benaefits.

suhsystems,_‘

stepwise or. psrtxoned system seems to have

-Some cautions to follow here, " however, is

5thst grest care must be taken in providing-;inkups between' .

Centralizetion - the sxtent to which tﬁe system will'be

centralized is enOther aspect to be considered.

) ﬁ

The existing :

dégree of decentrslizstiou in the structure sud decision—

msking processes “of

stettiug point.

N

‘Ee sysbem ot systems should be the e

Hsro etoad,(l97l) cautions on this point’I

19
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o R ‘”Fear of loss of autonomy, whether intended or noc, ‘can cause |

j.,strons local resistance to systems devalopment" (page 35)
:.Qa' ‘ Each operanins unit or subsystam also neads to set prioricies

- : 51far 1ccal opera:ing service. Also, the key people in each

e L ,institution or subsystnm néed to have a strong voice in .

<

‘“iorsanizing thcir systcms A pgrticular problem at . this time

’

with developuent of the ISIS systqp has to do with centralized ."

. s = -
S .. yersus: decentralized control of data definitions and data

'ﬂ_f | ‘\.w' - 7(f ‘intesrity. Data dﬁfini:ion needs to be an agreed upon-process

| | "linvolving all units of data coighction, while control of data
integrity must remain at tﬂe local “1evel. Experiance in many

) .i E - states, over-and over, has.shown that a centralized staff of

‘ J/ . N ”almost any reasqnable size cannotlcentrally control the

-integrity.qf data.

. e C ' '
. - - . ,3.,f Timing aé; Scope - this aSpect of devalapment addressas

5

‘ S " whether the effort should ba an ali-or-none unc;er:ak;.ng, or

should it be”done in ihhremental stagés. The que§cion is

partly academic in. Alaska since the size .and time available far

e the central staff to try this all at once are prohibitive. T
Y .Bowaver,.some serious questions stillineed to be resolved

) " ¢ 'regarding how this incremental procadure wili be implemanted,
o »mtmfu:e—daee e

L . : 4.: eResponse Capability - a £ournh aspect to be daal: wi:h is ‘
o | vhether the system is geared to standardized data handling

-i S .-’_‘and'fesponia'or‘déés'it‘néeé.to accommodate a variety of

"

) « S ; respbnses Ver'fiexibly. Should it be automated or can it be &
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AN

qEreraotive response cepebility required or ie a periodic
//inpur and delayed response (batch) system suffieieo:? &lso,

whether the eystem is basically history oriented (semmarizing

or enalyzios éata)Aor'iSfir;predictive (cost enrollment '~\

) ptojec:ions)’

Some of ‘the reporrs that would probebly be needed from

N

| annual reports of the sources and ‘uses of funde the ennual ~'“
budget'documeqr divided into ogerating end cepital budger
seetions with a. comparison against the previous yeer a report

- of caurse. enrollments and depertmenral instructionel loeds,

| reports of persisting‘attrition~andvdegreee.grenteduby majorm-eon-lq

and level of degree, and reports of the issets “an liebilities
of che institutions including ipvesrme » the returns_on,
_them and the debt structur o ~)ff

. In terms of rhe information thst the sysrem provides

-/

Hercleroad (197&) includes. o I (’ -,
"1y The informa:ion must make it possible to assess

'+ . what happens after the institution or statewide
agency has beenfommitted to a particular course ,
of action. It %ust provide a way to answer the . w
question: 'Did the option work?' Feedback - ,
loops must be plannad with the follow~up analysis’
in mind in order to amswer this question.

C L .

— ——— - e mme e e mex ———— e e e e e e -

2) A comprehensive informetion system itself must
justify its costs in a clearly measurable way. =

In addition, regular follow~up gnalysis of an =~ »
information system ueeds to be made to see = :
whether it should be continued. Computer hard-

ware and the games and simulations they make -

'~ possible can become toys for their operators,

o

-stronai—dsra~vooié-ine}ude*~—qeertor&y~£¢aaaoia&—summe:ies, ~0;m,'
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with thé constadt dcmand'for.bigger computers,
. more programmers and more facilities. Simula-

e 'c‘gtion models do not pxédict anything withrmore f-

e - ““ireliability than a statistician doing it-dy T

- . : _.hand it is merely faster" Cpages 36*33) ST e
“"‘A h * °

Pos:secondary educators should push forward 88 quickly
possible with the development of sta:ewidé‘lnformation K
systems for :he puxposos of cvalua:ion and accountability

more than for mnnagemnnt. The demand for accountability is’

-5~

+ R
M r

e,
T

- of postsecondary\educction and to compare the reoults with :he costs.

Everywhore education is besieged by the demands for accountability.

. In part. this refleccs a loss of confidence in educatioual institutions't
',and in part: some.frustracion over rapidly rising costs. 'The puhlic ig

'j_“deooodins that institucions identify and measure che outcomss or products

LY

As Bowen (1974) cautiops

,"‘

_ "Ye:, witbout some reasonably reliable methods of definins and
assessing oypcomes, all questions relating tothe. efficioncy

- of higher edfcation, all judgements about its progress, and
all efforts toward rational allocation.of resources amang .
and within institutions becoma meaningiess" (page 123).

-‘Ona way :o look at measuring che produc:ivity df a process 1ike

(X3

higher eduoacion is to measuro the bﬁiue of outcomes to the value of

-

inputs.j Alchough measuring productivity in physical terms can’ be useful" w

" in reorganization, mecsuring productfvi:y'as a rctio of outputs to

B

-inputs is mora useful in terms oﬁ choosing among alte:native Ra:hs As :'

:f; .specified-by_Carlso (l975) highor educacion inputs are usually “- ”ﬂ" o

considered in‘three categories‘“ 1) operatins factors (personnel,v

.equipmeu:. supplies apd. services), 2) physical plaﬁt capital (b“ildingg‘f-';

and grounds), cnd 3) student time aod effort. Operating factors are

' 2323  B " } - M'

*faver iucreasing and poscsecondary edocation must respond v

\ R
N



“'in_External Review - :._H 7;v:n_

people who do not normnlly involve themselves with the evaluation of

. N ¢
B . . : A~

‘fvalued at the purehase eost. Physical‘plant capital i8 valued in terms :

AR Y o
of a derived share of long-tern expenditures mnde tolacquire and main- S T

N

tain bnildinss and zroun&s,, Student time and: effort costs are more :.

':'difficult to neasure but usually are. valued at the opportunity costs of

+

”;Eoregone earnings. Actual eernings while attending college are

X, e

) subtracted from what could be enrned by other pereons with college

sstudent ability»and;previons,education (quite difficult to control,ol

thowever) ‘Caxlson (1975) has estimated that the value of student time

‘A’- /7
and effort computed this way amounts to ‘about 55 percent of the total

,cost of inputs for a college education.

Comparing input costs in :his*way with the economic value of a

:”,gnllege degree is one Way in which some mensure of benefit may be

..r.

‘l“em“e‘i‘ It at 1““ approﬂches a way ‘of praviding the public with

xmeens for evaluating the costs versuS-benefits of a college education

‘\ NI S AR
PEEIES ‘

It 8 probahiy valuable periodical;y to. hnve postsecondary R 2

education reviewed from without,_ This oecnrs noxmally through .-i,i.?f‘ ' g

‘:‘ accreditation and legislative buﬂget review, but probably ought to be
f‘accomplished now and then by a broader, nore representative body with a

e more impartial evaluation set. This may only occur every five or even

% . ~ '

o . ten yenrs and provides a ftesh look on the whole postsecondnry educa-

r«';

:tion enterprise. This type of evalnation group should be broadly

represnntntive and hnve among its nnmbers outside consultants enﬁ

- x

'V-education. The group should be.. selected in a way thet woul& tend to - -

- A
insure executive and legislative confidence. The group wonld coneern ' S

1]
o o .
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"itself only with the structures and’ planning processes of postsecondsry

1. L.
educstion snd not with the content of'progrsms or plans.

‘Role of of the Alesks Commission on Postsecondsgz Educstion )
S

‘in many states. It does sng should represent a buffer bstween the

: difficult for any ot\et agency in the State to assume its function.

-

The Postsecondary Education Commission (PSEC) holds a unique place

in Alssks postsecondsry educational evslustion and planning ss it does S

executive snd legislative branches of government and the postsecondary

i

e i s sh L s m e i e ——

educational communiiy. It is~ ‘an inportsnt role sud it “would . be very
One of the problems in evaluating institutions of postsecohdary education
has been to obtsin the judgement of. professionally qualified persons who
are at the same. time removed from the actusl operstion or control of the

enterprise. Obviously, the president of an institution!snd his staff are

'quslified and responsible for the internal operations of that institution.

But when evaluation of more than his institution is concerned the
president and hisostaff cannot be regsrded as disintereSted parties.

Governing bosrds are often ssid not to ‘be qualified becsuse they are .

~

‘closely identified with tha institutions, are not professionsl educators

and traditionsly leave educstional matters to the fsculgy Peer evalua-
tion such as sccrei}ting involves participants who are not whplly

disinterested and tends to become involved in "senstorisl courtesy" . —

. \

and mutusl back-scratching Government officials are not ususlly

_;_. _— — e e e [P —

,:’acoeptable”to the‘educational'conmunity because they tend to be -

bureaucratic and seem to threaten academic freedom. Lay committees

4 . ) ’ 2

” representing various constituencies are not acceptable to many because

they are not professionally qualified. Independent consultants are used

24 8
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’ quite a lot but criticism here stems from the fact that some consultants,

in. making recommendations, tend to support the ideas and’ pre-conceived
- Nr—

notions of those’ who hire them. Therefore,*the coordinating commission,

although not free from all these criticisms, represents a unique ,

- compromise rhat allows them to operare both in and outside of education,

while maintaining credibility in both * External review of all_kinds-

-

should be coordinated by tbis body. - .

. "

. [

f‘**'education community‘irseif must provide mechanisms and structures to e B

Lt 15 appa?eﬁt“thea‘tﬁﬁt‘tﬁﬁ“fﬁﬁ?fi@hs 33 planaihg, ‘codtTdl f‘“
and evaluation are not odi? necessary to maintain order and direction “.W?
', for postsecondary education in Alaska,_but necessary for its very )

survival. The>Postsecondary Education Commissiqucan provide guidance

o
in aocomplishing shese functions effectively, but the postsecondary

‘aid in the processes;. Planning, such as. it is in Alaska postsecondary

[

education, ca}pot coatinue to be done in semi-isolation by various sub-J‘

units, but mugt come.together to coordiaate,snd provide.direction for

: o ! 5 ‘ : L R
postsecondary education as a whole. o _ , X

Recommendations

1. That statewide (public, private, proprietary) coordinating

committeas be established to deal with ‘the various- functioual
& ' .
categorias of postsecondary education such as financial affairs,

facilities planning, development and usage, student affairs, and

s w
(v

program- planning. , '3 -

2. -That once a state plan framework and content have been established
;’,
- L
that each institution or agency in poatsecondary education provide

a local operstional plan to implement the goals and objectives of

b



.‘,‘: ' £, - ‘ ;:\ A, . : . ;‘:0 | ._
: o ,‘.the state_plan. These plaps should cqger a perio&‘not tp'exceed o B
. L e . ) - P P
!‘~; ; . three yeafs.u o ;hual' “;1~w‘ fl_’ S L, pf ;«?; . _ :"‘i.'
33.',;That :he ISIS (Integrated Studan: Information Sys:em) and IBIS ‘e‘ ?ig”fkiﬁﬁf',
_ ; ."- ‘ ‘ jp}i(Integrated Budget Informetien System) being developed by SCT be |
¢ 0 reevaluated {o ternd of the infbrmation that it must provide as f'fi]? s .
‘ opposed tc the deta :hat.mus: be-collecszd fo complete i:.‘”: p . “’ o
i‘ . , pyézq: That the ISIS adeIBIS syscems be reeveluated in te;ms of their T
Ps ‘ T e - .
- ~ eeaﬁeakéeaf%aa-~éee . ‘ ‘ ‘
B ;‘ . response capability aspects. R f ' _ﬁ" “pﬁ.' _R | tf' ' . -
:'4 'S:Jm That the 181s. and IBIS systems be evaluated in ‘terms of their o  5‘ U: e
". iv" ' 3 j”_expected benefigs as opposed to their costs and alternatives to \‘- |
: . 'accomplish the same ends be cousidered. ~ ‘ ) )
\~e;?¥~>e?---¥6{-r~That-zhe~0£fieeaof-Institucional Rlanning:of the,Upipersity of

.' . ‘ ) . e

Alaska sys:em bagin developing some measurable output iﬁdicators
to indicate the effectiveness of their various undertakings
R 7. That a ccmprehensive external review of the structhes and planning - s

p:ecesses of postsecondary education in Alaska‘be conducted-qpce.

‘every ten years by a broadly representative group of peaple whose

'i'  o ! o job is not normally the:evaluation Qf education.é This group would
"“ "; ;_ S have advisory membefs;érom ;he poscseeondary.aree far expert advice ;'
| : ‘ane gdidanee - j ‘i . . B p - , V.-,. o 'ff:~ﬁ . i

‘i-“’ ' 8. ,,Thst the Alaaka Commission on Postsecondary Education take the
= . | "Qead and‘play the major :ple in bringing together appropriate

1 IR :representatives of postsecondary education on a state level novconduct
}|ii p;anning, qoopd&n&tiop'and*evaluepiqn. In addition, the Postsecondary
;,'{:'1‘ \ff\4{}e”Education-Commisgiopxsﬁould provide sugpested criteria‘and‘frameworgs
;:ﬁ'f-up:f v';e ‘ by khieﬁ.;hese‘fupcciope een‘be accompiiehed. | .

‘ . o .
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opposed to ptogrem performance. While the central s Ce eoordinatiqs '

. that’ the aoademic departments possess the competence to decide the

CHAPTER 3 | L

Academic Program Plenning epd Review t

. '

. | . L » ‘
Probably no othet roie of state coordinating or governing bodies is .
so sensitive as that of teviewing the programs and procedures of educe-.'
tionel institutions. This sensitivitx_evolves meinly ftom a laek of

definition and assignment ofcﬁolee in the aree of program tontent as

ageney should ultimately be responeible for the coord tion of programs, _

this in no wey shouid relieve the institution from responeible pa;cici--.ﬁu

- pation in currieulum end program development. It should be eeknowledgéd

-

proper strueture and content of a program or curriculum while. the

~governing board and administretive officere oan best deoide how thgpe

-
-

. programs telate to a particuler institution s role., Howevet, it- remains

for the central coordineting agency to epply its judgement as to how
I .

finStitutions in.the state. 0ther oonsiderations should inolude aseessing

I
the prospects of growth the impatt of economic and student demand factors

- -,

on other progrems in the state, the effeetiveness of the same or K

similer programe in other institutions ‘both in and out of state and any

-alternative meeos to meet the educationel needs that heve been established.,

PN

From a progrem effeotivenese and availability standpoint, the

current eystem coneept employed by the University of Alaska seems a good

' one. ‘Although manz‘problemsbﬁrom a political, struetural and finencial

? o

‘e

.]‘ i o 23;?, o | .i. ‘..; sii.

RS

_.J;i‘f .

a oontienins or propoeed ptogram relates ‘to t‘!}ptogrems of other A

_ The System-Coneep;' S - g . t ‘ S



fix

‘1; C outlook remain to be resolved,_the program aspeet of the system. E 4;

..‘,‘.‘ . N '
'. S

orsanization has proved to be valuable, ‘38 it has in other etates..

It provides students from all parts of Aleska the opportunity to

- '""_Qﬂperticipate end progrees in a. eomprehensive educational experience

‘that would grobably‘not be available,to them in an independently

norganized etructure without greet expenee and trevel on "the part of

L .
AT .

) S thehetudent,; It elso allows ease of faculty interehange and establish—
® . Lot
- =~‘€ment ofzeommon standar‘s of inetruetion. JQritioismyof the system has

'—-.- -

L
‘.

been forthcoming from'ma 'quarters~recently;'but'tne eoedemie‘velue of

. the syetgﬂ’ggnoept remains a etrong and viable idea. ; Lo A -

S Rregram‘ﬁelivery fa
S A T

"7“"‘ S Wany times changing instructional or program delivery methodsuis
done more for the sake of change than demonstrated educational benefit. ' ,. ,

0f course, it is importent thatva constant search for‘better methods of

.8

. instruction and delivery be sought, but whether or not they are

l

1netituted shquld be based on some demonstrated ‘reason, why the method

SR might be moze beneficial Here is where research and instruction should
* a “/ ' o
| work togetherigithipilot etudies conducted to test the premises before -

. -large—scale implementation. -Many educators have‘in large par; ignored . -
‘~<j. : 'ffl;{‘the rather significant body of researoh dealing with the relative value

: e “*pE differing instruational methods. A few relevant studies will be
. o “." descfibed here as an_ example. | . i. o, |

Milton s book Alternatives to the Treditional (1973) summarizes ‘

'-impressive evidence that faith 4n the edueacional value- of what- goes on - -

today in moet college courses is largely unwarranted. Kestin (1963)

. b
SR e ‘_‘ e

" e found that engineering,students whose homework assignmente were never

‘ .
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- iProgram Review .

'

turnaed in to the professor did as well on the ﬁinal exams as did those
r E

‘whose papers were written, correote& and returned. Milton (1963) showed
*.that freshman English students who did no writing of thenes between a

: pretest end a final test improved in their final exams as mnch as -

.
Q

students who turned in a paper once a week, received corrections end

rirewrote their papers. Dubin and Taveggia (1968), with pooled data from

91 separate stndies relatins learning to differential teaching methods
in over a dozen subject areas’ showed no consistent.differences in

learning achievement. Maeomber (1957) in a comperative srudy involving

4, 500 students in 23 courses, ‘ome nsing primarily lectures, others

discussion and others television, showed no differences in student

mastery and content or in critical thinking related to the teaching !
v §

method used Therefore _new. program proposals based primarily on. //}

instructional delivery chanses shoyld be carefully evaluated before
implementation and funding.

- L . . o Sooapoe

)

of postsecondary'education are actually,doing\in terms of teaching,

As mentioned, progrsm review is one of the moet,sensitive aspects.

of statewide coordination as it attempts to discover what institutions

et
research and public service. In the present climate of accountability

"in Alaska increasing emphesis will nndoubtedly be placed on the

methods and procedures used to evaluate the performance of present
programs before embarking on new ones For making these kinds of

decisions, prior planning done’ regarding roles or missions is really

only of minimal help. Therefore, whether or not any long-range plsnning o

‘has been done, a workable program review process is essential.

e -__-‘.,,

A ]
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Several questions regarding the review proceddre need_td'be.

-

" answered. Some of the most important ones include: Which ?rogram§ are’
. : ’ . ’ ' s j . -

rto.be review&d?’-Whieh criréria'are to*be applied iu-jﬁhgins?- What
¥3

machinery is to be used in tha evaluarions” -

Program review by statewide coordinacing agencies differs from )

: many other,evaluation afforta in-some importantrways. in its purposes,

in the kinds of measures used and in the location of primary "_ -
responsihlity. Dressel (1976) differentiates ampng four types of
evalué‘ion accordins to their aims' | |

"1) Planning or Develcpmsncal Evaluation - determines needs
or deficiencies and devises .gohls or objectives to
meet those needs. It facillitates decisions required ‘
at the earlx_scages of developing a new - program or of
revising an existing one. L
2) Input Evaluation - aids in making decisions about how to

- ‘use resources to obtain program goals. It identifies
and appraises the potential of individuals and agencies;
compares and analyzes strategies for achieving goals;
formulates design for implementation; estimates -
immadiatg staff_requiremencs, other resource reguire-

- ments and costs possible difficulties; andiprojects
requirements into the years ahead as the program
becomes fully operative. .

'« 3) Process Evaluation - providés éﬁntinuo&s'?eriodic feed-

o . back so that those responsible for program plamning
’ and operation can review and\possibly alter earlier
decisions. ‘ .

4) Output Evaluation - assesses the attainment, at the:
’ end of a project or at appropriate stages within it,
of thpose goals which are self-contained and of those
. which are preliminary @b encering anorher stage
(pages 15-16).

L}

In identifying the focus of each type'offgvaluation,‘the first

f;rhree seem most apprbpriately conducted at the iInstitutional level
'+ where program development and expansion is engage&'gﬁ. Output

. #vslua:ion,fsincauit:mayuiﬁvdlve suggestions fﬁr'continning;;mndifying,

»

“t
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. ,
or cermicatinscprcgrams, comes thc closest of che‘fourrtyvec to che kiﬁ&r-‘

f‘tha: should be cgnducted by ccerdinating agcncies as well as by o | o
1egislacive and executive branchcs. In general,'cqcrdinating agéncies

'3"‘ ’f and executive and lesislative audicins 3Ddies evaluate acadamic prcgramS“

for similar purposes ~ the effectivc use of}rasources. Howaver, coord— ‘,1

inating asency rcviews somctimcs serve other functions such as evalua:ing

prcgram quality or determining whether institutions azeﬁkdequately

prqtecting their consumers or supporting sta:e accreditaticn reviews. f.,\

The s:a;us of :his kind of review at a statewide level in Alaska ig

that it is nonexis:ent.‘ The University of Alaska has madc some attempts

at review, but basically Fesains as Lt did 1n 1975 ‘hen the Academic
Development Plan ,Committee stated: '"Thus, to the extent that the

deciSicn—gsking'information (regarding academic programs) has thus far

o | o : Lo o ¢
not'beanfwé{}~defined or understood, the decisionémaking process must
. : - certainly appear to observers to be arbitrary" (page 358).

Review Indicatcrs '

'The basis for phasicg out or reorganizing existing pfcgrams
should differ from the ones fcr‘gvaluating new programs. In
| reviewing ekisting programs some or all of the‘follcwing factors
- N should be considered - the number of graduates\i; the program for

each of the iast five years; the number of students enro%’ed in

® ' the program (entry and dropoutfrﬁtes); the size of claSSES and

t the cost of courses identified as integral elements in the prcgram,

-

cost per program graduate, faculty workload; program quality

‘.,'. o - a8 reflecce} by its regionalior national repu;a:icn,ﬂﬁaculty

. - - qualifications and level- of po#ition ac?ieved By-graduates of the-




'vir

w2

Y

pragram. total preductiqn of a program 8 graduates from all
insnituticns of the state, region and/or nation, the economies
‘.j and/or improvements 1n quelity to- be achieved by conselida:ien

| &nd/or eliminecion of the prozram,-seueral student interest' and :
demend trends for the program and the appropriateness of the
progrem to a ehansed 1nstitutionel role er mission.‘ Altheugh

some of these indieeters might’ be epplied to new progrems es_well;_,
some_specifec‘;fitetia to eve;eete new peog:em pfeposelejehould_’
include: ﬁrojeceed student demand for theiyrdgram; current and

projected'need for graduases of'che program as steeed by employers |

. m = —_— -l

~in the region or state, productiou of graduates from similar
programs in the state; proposed curriculum, proposed level of

i program and student level; propeeed size of elassee;_eost of
resources redgired; ecc:editatioﬁ plans wiéhvtimetable;_aed funds
"evgiiable. ‘Appendix I describes a comprehensive iist.of reviewf
;;E&icaters for Soth‘exist;ng and new'erog#ame.' |
The questions etill;remaine,'howeVef,vasfee which ?fograms to

~ . ~ : ) . - . : : '
review. An attempt to review all programs in the’state would be a

{
lly impossib{e.and probably unnecessary task. Almost all s{ates

with pregram review mechanisms at the state level employ some sort of

scree ing criteria to select a smaller number of programs for more ”

_ tion. There is a clear need to examine at least those

. programs :het have bean shown to have. only limited demend end

'productivity as well as those that seem to exhibit relative state costs

that appear higher than no;mal. -

A pafticulat probiem frequéﬁg}? arises when the eentfal_eoordinatiqg

-
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agency‘does not have individuél course approval In this‘situation

“:; f : institu:ions sometimes take advantage o? the absence of required cantral

~

approvai ot individual course offerings to build up, course hy-course,

- , ~ ~ the substance of a new. program or oprriculum and then ask for agedcy '

® o ' SR
‘ , 'approvsl for the already accomplished fact. On the othet hand individual .

‘~course approval places an adminis:rs:ive load on the cantral oscngy
:7 that may not be possiblo :o handle an& ;;ises serious questions about ths o
insticution s right to de:ermine course content and maintain acsdemic
‘freedom. It is a &illemma which must be resolved with the participation

R

of all involved .
The :ypes*of—tndtcztors*osad—to—f&antify~programs—%er—nero~in;oas:~wpf L

review varies considerably from state to state but usually includes the

ol

f

L : areas of cost, productivity, need. dUplication and quality «
Q. . .
- - : An'area which is frequently overlooked in program review and\which

'_‘, | - is particularly 1mporcant_in Alaska 1s programs not fundod by the state.
There are those who argue that there should be no'cen:rgl &gency review

of teaching or rosearch programs not funded by the state, e.g. endowments,
gifts and éﬁdaral grants. However, this view raises some important |
e o | queotions that need écloe dealc.with.v L ae
) H In terms of financing, ghould an institution using ounside funds
for a program have :o seak clnsrance from the centrak ooordinating agency?

b !

It should be kept in mind that thesa programs will undoubtedly involve

®

' ‘some,inq;rect overhead costs anﬁ many times :he state will ultimately be o o
e sxpec:sd‘_tn_:ake_ over_a program when the Federal funds dry up.. Proponents o
"'.  1 | ‘_of strong staoewfde pianning insist-thotvai;_prog;gms,’botﬁ new and ‘
| SR continuing, funded with oo;side money should be revieved by the central

’

-
1
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coof&inating ageney or‘there can be no aseureeceithat stare plenning.'
guidelines in terms of progrems will really be edhered to.

- Glenny (1971) suggests foux areas in which programs no: funded by

| the sta:e shouid be reviewed. B S .' _ o R “”f;'

rl) , The commission should be informed of all new progrems

- prior: to.their beginning or at the proposal stage,
whether funded with state money or not. With partici--
pation of the institutions a fiscal figure and time -
period should be established so that amy outside funded
projects that exceed this fisure must unde:go g normal
program review. .

2) To give the institutioee incentive to seek more out~- . *
- side funds, at least half of overhead income sheuld ‘be
Yeft with the institution for financing research in
areas of less support; for experiments and enrichment - .-
of acedemic programs; and . for additionel studenc ' B
.,financial “aid. ' \

3) ,The'coordinating board ehould'teke special care to see
that 'free money' is not plowed back into existing
unit costs to inflate them for purpases of. establishing
* a higher cost base for future budgeting. P

4) 1f the Federel government should award block grants to
-~ inmstitutions on some formula basis for general
- operations, the funds above a "maintenance of effort'
. leével should be considered as reguler operating and/or
« o capital income" (page 53) , ‘ L.

Therefore, it is not only/desireble but necessary that stroeg

eentral program.review be-accomplisheik:orde:ermine.need. performance
and areas for readjuetment | . | .

' Mangowef*keqpiremencs and Projections

In determining need for programs and in guiding students into |

-

~career areas, much use has been made recently of manpower needs projected

into the fu:ure. Institutional planning in many steces hes depended

" heavily on- projeecioes of student demand . There 'is considerable

-disagreement, however, oﬂ\ifw much this demand is affected by economic

[} * -
.

. E}q‘

-



. S o , L ' A o
-~ -market oonditions. Regardless of one's position on the.iséue of how

: much student choice is affaoted by market conditions it seems apparent. r
that -a. better understandins is needed of how and why studenﬂs make

e ‘ choices concerning their education. Manpower researchers snch as ‘
®. . -t .
S _Breneman, Carter, Freeman, Kelley and the National;Science Fonn&ation.

.on Manpower Projections have cmphasized the need fBr a. better under— B

e standing of student collactive choice behnvior. Norris (1977) cautionS'

® , i
BT ' “We peed to know just how responsive students are to economic,

: 4 . - social, cultural and other factors in making their educa- -
o "+ tional decisions. Given the changing economic rewards of

‘ o education, we cannot rely on studies performed a decade ago;
o . we need-to understand student behavior under ‘today's market
®: ' conditions and those that we project will exist over the
- - mext few decaﬁes (page 60) :

—_—

_'Freeman and Breneman (1976) point out. three appropriate uses for
T -
manpower information by institutions of higher education. .

) Manpower forecasts™are a nseful tool for evaluatihg
, - government policies. They can suggest where government
. ' action is needed and policy conditional forecasts'

S can be used to demonitrate th potential impacts of
government po liey.~

L, 2) A second attractive use is as an eanly warning gystem
‘for market adjustment processes. This is esnecially
i important in such areas as the market for Ph.D.' s where
R 'cobweb affects ‘are present. : :
!' 3) The third use of manpower studies is aouan,informational

or diagnostic device to direct attention to the market
. prob that are beyond the purview of individual
“decision-makers. Demographic changes, the impact of
, . changing gstudeunt choice in response to market factors
Y ' .. and the changing reward climate in academia are

' - : examples of where manpower studies can provide ,
invaluable informatiom to individnal decision—makers

(pase 42). o =
. r/ , . _ i
e Manpower gtudies with ragard to Student-choieo_bohagior can help

educators at all levels to balamce their planning between :eaoting

~
-

strictly to student demand or reacting strictly to projected requirements

1
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‘ “fcr specific occupatiens. Cleaer eonnecticns between edueation and tﬂ:e - )
?. werld oﬁ werk could help in consgdering the im;:aec ef eha.nsing economic., . :
- : social end cultural conditioes. It seens im::orcant to evercome the idea
- that a cenege degree is a guargntee of a ‘netae;job, it: i:s appar:ent }
. | _‘ that s:udents ire becoming quickly disenchanted wiﬁ:h that notion. More A ~ 2. : -
f vwork on' Preparins sraduate students Eer nen—acsdemic careerswsheuld be : ‘w' - ,
.' o As instizucions of hlgher education are now finding out, if t:‘r'xey‘ j. - .
| ‘do not take an active part in addressing these problems, someone out- |
| side the insair.u;ion:win do if for them wicho‘ut‘their _mpu:.
¢ 'ﬁaiegemneeg_qualicy'-kl  ” ' L .
f‘ Insu'r‘iné that educational instizut:iene ;are ef.feringAinstmc.tion ﬁ o P "
‘ ‘fﬂ that meets mi'n:".mum'. s'.tandafds: of qu'al;ty has t;een e parcieular sore | N
) point with the academic c.omunity when these standards are ei::ber set or
7,‘ _evaluacedsyy publxe bodies cuteide af the educatioual family. Institu-— ‘ ;
'. . tion::z;intaih that :hey are already operating within fiscal rules | | ‘
o ”and regulatiqns of the state, are meet:ing s:andards of accrediting
agencies and are censtantly being evaluated by their students, who will
" '. g0 elsewhere if standards of qualit:y are not met: From the stat:.e
pesicion several problems are seen with this philosophy Voludcérjr-
o accreditation by peers'with a cot_nmunity of intetes‘: wilil peobebly a;ways
. | be viewed wieh some. skepticie; in terms of serving as a;‘means of public
acc_ou;xtab.ility. The repo;ﬁts of these agencies are no.t"made publ;ic and :
’ such of the review is based as much on opinion as hard datd. Very few . '
'.' ’” h ] "if‘; any’ cQuprehen‘(iee 'r_'e"&r'i’eife'-‘df‘finet;;i‘xet‘iﬁﬁa‘_l“ p'rograms;"e;f'”fe‘so'ur'ce"ff‘;“ T " .“::'f‘:_"‘“f‘
. a];'loeat‘ion ﬁethods- have be_ep ins:ti‘tu‘t:ed' as a resule :of -stud’en't .
A ' . ‘ b
.
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to public scrutiny in many areas leads public officiels to believe that

¥

they have eomething to hide-.

Another counter by institutions is thet their governing boards .

already meet all. the needs of pbhlic accountability. However, as Folger

(1977) points out.‘“" oen in contrast to ‘stats tcguletory coordinxting

‘ageneiéﬁ most etatewide governing boerde will be unlikely to"neet the

e performanco evaluetion*expectetions of state officials. -Governing‘

boards are likely Lo be viewed as primary edvocatos of the institutlons

( ¢

in their system. rather than as impartial evaluators, end their sotions

in program reviwysend resource allocation will be subject to questions

‘as those of the institutions themselves" (page 92)

However, institutional evaluetion and - board initiated eveluation

Y

. s that the standards of outside accountability

3 will always be of great use in the manegement of institutions or systems

will be met without

gtoblem. A balance must be struck between providing all information

for evaluation et the stete level and leaving the institutions or system

&

of institutions to determine their own - performance.

: Consumer Protection and Disclosure Requirements

3

" In recent:years the growing interest in non-traditional types of

educagion and ingtitutions has resulted in a great proliferation of

-institutions'with questioneble'stendards of quality and forthrightness.

This has brought up . the questions of who is going to regulate these

. types of institutions snd how. Who is going to

“institutions‘nsturelly fells t§ the” state end it

process " How the institutions are to be regulat

difficult question to answer. .

regulate ‘these.
s chartering and epprovel

g: is a much‘hore

r"dissatisfattion. Additionally. the teluctance of 1nstitutions to submit -



-iestitutions in 1972 there were more like 14,000 according to OE

.

I;q
1

ey, . . N . - . . ! .
-~ T ‘- w‘ -

The Education Commission of the States (ECS) throush a sgecial task o

. force chaired by Representative Tom Jensen from Teunessee undertook the

.,formu&atioe of modei state legislation (now eompleced) that could be

enacted by each of the several states to protect the publie from '

lillegitinste institutions. The task force, stated that'

"Prior to~19?2, the United Ststes Office of Education (OE) S e

. reported-that 2,700 postsecondary institutions were 4 -
? ‘accredited by agencies recognized for this purpose by OE.. . =~ = ¢
© - In additiom, there were about 300 unaccredited colleges and
- universities in the United Stares., Of the 300, it was _
- estimated that about 110 could be considered 'diploma mills®;
essentially providing no training or education, but selling
‘degrees for a priee._ The other 190 may not have satisfied .
the standards for accreditabion but were making honest
- efforts to meet the fequired standards" (page 5&) )

‘The 19?2 higher education amnendmants—ineluded—previeiens—thet -
made the criteria for qualifying for Federal funds mnth less restrictive
and in part encourageﬁ the establzshment oroexpansion of institutions

with low or no standards of quality Therefore, rather than 3, 000 ' *K\f"

. estimates

The current status of non—traditlonal institutions in Alaska _ ? \
follovs sqmewhet the same pattern.. There .are approximately 17 aeademic o
degree«grantlng ins:itutions while the number of proprietary non-degree

granting postsecondery educational institutions now stands somewhere o

between 45 and 50,

@

 ECS (1977) has identified some potentially abusive policies of

these type of institutions that shéuld be considered,for,assessment,
R o , . o . o
The list incluydes: - :

1) Finadcial instability - T ir
" . X o . ““ i . . . . .
~ 2) Misleading advertising and regruiting practices
. , Sy

38
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°. o 33 '

,"”_ . ‘ ‘v‘,'\i .
: ‘ (?-iS) Inadequate disclosure of necessary information to . - DN
® 4 0 students and prospective studen:s- . _ e
s c' : R Inferigr ins:ructionaL prograns and facilitieS' Sl o ; ‘f\_g

i5), Inferior 1nstructionel'faculty and\etaff' - ‘5'»"‘. I T
®e .. & Inadequste record-keeping policies and prec:ices | _;’: s

7) ‘Inadequete followwup of former students and inferier
. job elacement hervices. if offered ' R e

8 Inedequate or nonexistent tuition and fed refund policies
9y ‘ representation ef accredit&tion or. "approved
age 2). o

) Appendix II ipecifie%*eeme of ECS‘s follow up recommendatiens regarding

® .staté licensure and éonsumer protaé:ion in this' area.

'f.- — Ai%&Gﬁﬁh—i&—%ﬁ«ﬁ#ﬂ€w¥h3§~%hﬂ—l&§0$G—999&%&%§93~?¥G§ee%§6R84L“‘.

Co.

both'Federal and loéal agencies show a tapid growth in the next decede

t

]’f. SR for Aleska che unregulated preliferatibn of - educational ins:itutions, ‘
prnsrams and conrses of instruetion can no longer conninue. Possibly
now'is ‘the :}ne to call a halt to unrestricted growth in the acldemic.f

®* | prcgram aree and to make a commitmen: o assess what we have end how to E

4

impreve its. quelicy before.mnving on.

Recnmmendations R L . .
.ﬁu‘ T o, v". .‘“‘-_. ) } ‘> B .

-' - 1., In terms of a%?demie planning, it is suggeeied Ehat':he Universityv_v'l}

of Aiaska’s_Aeademie Developmen: Plan'Be used as a. peint.of'
departure, Al:heugh recent respOnses fromcthe University have |

'indicated chat che epplieatinn of the plan has been ex:remely

» -~ o PRRY .

i(f. o ‘limi;ed since 1975 end evaluetion of its effectiveness has not been

e unde:;aken, it nevertheless RS gresents the most comprehensive

' . . Lo B . -15 ’
® - . S AN
. ‘ - t

v _ actempt to- date at prcgtam planning. o . --kg - -

- jt.’ ————

2;‘ In terms ef acceuntability and program review it is recommended A

y
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e L and appropriate personnel frcm private inst:itutions ‘work to

- s ety

vastnblish acceptab}.e criteria for program review_ at: the stste leVel.

-i‘-"-"--p.ppendix T .cf chis docmm: could be. usea as a .point of departure

 for discussicm.‘ Lo S e

! 5

| I.n establishing the acceptability cf new prog:am 9:oposals at: t.he

E - - . state. Ievql at hast: t:he fclloving critcru should be used'

A‘ : * . P ‘.
. ~

f o a) State Needs - whet:her the" prcgram mee::s state needs effectively.

"Cculd the need be met more- effectively hy, estaElishing a mgw .
"prosram at a different institu:ion or cxpanding an existin,g p:ogram”

»‘Eas stude.ut de.md uet manpow&r aeads over" an cxtendad t:ime? Are

e

oo thar. the Comiision s!:afi in cocperatiqn wich :he Univarsity sys:em s

T @xistins programs meetin.g ide.nr.ified st‘te needs both int:emally

and as they relat;e to Other states? b) btate Abilit;y :o Finance ~

projecr_ed figures on stat’.e abilit:y ta finqnce must; be considered,
“rhis‘ leads directly t:c the establishen: oi‘ some relative prioricy

LI S assignmants to progtaz_cs 8o that new program approvala. or existing'

. s o ) L ’ L. . R \ . . o B

T M : ‘ . ‘ . - : L3 “: . | “" . .

s .. 'program cutbacks can be done Sn some 'rational basis;
4 s N y R . . X -

"' ) Compétibilitry Wwith Mission .Assignment - doe\s the, progxam fall /
A ) | within the asrced upcn areas included in the institutional missi o '

° ’ | L | institutign to maintain or create a program in térms of the
| *’_ adequacy of its fcculty, facilities, funds, librai'y holdings and
o /i,_o:her support areas. . }‘..‘ - o ‘ )
"’ .“‘ —ei a “ 7& particular effort‘ necds to‘*ba *mde tjo ccordinatc pianning ang-
- "o . teview of programs from differenc sectors of postsecondary education
. n | )
40 o

- assignmeac' d) Inst:imt:ional Readiness - i‘\cludés the abili,:y £ the S

:‘ . regardless of how efficient prograux planning and review may be, some L

Y

e

- ————
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- 5. The stendardé‘ of program quality ‘and jindicatets of vneeessity for - .

o

,_'. ‘ "funds used vby bedgetary units' in -the State shoul.& be .‘ciosely-
' . B c%ordinated a.nd discussed with Cou‘nniss:.on staff members in regard
',-'-' S | . . to common definitions and agreement on indicator\\ PR
? . . 6 'Progrems of instruc.tion not funded wholly or at all by the State
| o ‘as well as researr.;h programs should be subject’/e full review ’
- . .‘ ' procedures-. This should be done with an eye tewerds taking over
‘.A ;.-‘ | _ valuable pro§rm fina.ncially when the Federal n;Ou;y may mne longer
o | . be avaxiable.} _ | : Ce " Co -r‘ S ,‘ L
e | ' 7; It :Ls r.ecomended that basing the nzed for new pregram.s on manpower
a % project;ons enly sheuld be tempered with tren&s on student demand. |
' 8. " It is recommended that-a written set of criteria. and procedures be
‘-. developed by the Postsecondary Edncation Comission fer evaluating
T _ institutiens; ‘right to operate inthe State.. rEach instit;ution,k,
‘.. - - “ especially proprietery ones, should be well aware, in writing, of.
. i | the‘standards and criteria by which they will be evaluated, the | -‘ ) B
S | materials they my need to provide the eveluation team, who will
) ccnduct the evaluation and when it, will be"conducted.
o , R
...._

.l“
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CHAPTER 4 .~ - .~

Student gntrsnce snd,Passage Through‘The; |
&;aska_$Ysteﬁ‘of Postsecondary Education 0 S

I
Ly

Providing scudents with well—defined coordinated policies and

. g :
' procedures for teking advan:age of the complete postsecondary educational

-

. opportuni:ies in ohe Stste is a laudable goal, but oneg which many states

have found difficult to achieve. This results mainly from lack of

qoording&ion between campuses and sectors of postsecondary educa:ion as

a

L .
well as some vested interests in who gets ‘the students. Healthy

competition emong seetors of posﬂsecondary educatiou 1s good as long as

-'the student is provided with a good idea of what is available to him/her,
'-what he/she can expect for his}her tim

and effectively accomplish his/her edn oional gosls.

O As a young and growing state, Alaska with its highly technicel

' work force loeate&'in a basically rural oriented economy faces many

diversa and somstimes concrssting postsecondary sducational nee&s.; In.

:his stmOSphere, a 1ist of educstional needs is quite long, while a list

of coméou educational needs is considerably shorter. Nevertheless,‘some;_

'good artempts haye beeo<mede and sre being mede ‘to meet these diverse i

Y.
‘ However, more emphasis ueeds to be plsced on providing guides

| T J
snd ins:itu;ins policies thet make i: easier for students to pass through

needs»,

ot con:i&gally participate in the Alaska sys;eg of.pastsecondary o
- education. LT

-

Equa; and Open Qpporﬂunigy

! -
.

One of the continuing problems in Alsskan poscsecondery education

. " 36"

. 2, . , ) o ) ’
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’ . ». .

Z;and money and how to’ most quickly

-
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is providing equel and open opportunity to students from all areas of

the state. It becumes very difficult or sometimes impossible to provide

- the same’ level of student serviees to students in’ bush arees es thoee .

/._

_ﬂnﬂurban areas. While chis may always remain true an- attempt should be
- made to provide services to all students. This intent is evidenced in

. a recommendation by he'Academic Developmeot Plan‘coomittee-(19757 when

oy

"Staff'or faculty resources shoulq be made available, so that
every student, whether enrolled at the spallest extension center,
. or the largest residential campus, may have access to some ,
. measure of student services, including advising end counsellng ".'_ v
At the very least" (page 381) ' L B

.7" ’
,5‘ )

: Whether or not this soal is being eccomplished to a significant

r( .‘ -

" degree has not been comprehensively evaluated and this evaluation sorely

.

needs to be- doge before more ‘time and money 13 spent on: new - efforts.;,xc' .QE**

Q addition,'students from private end proprietary education need to heve a

clear detinition of how their educationel.programs relate or don £ relate f,‘
to those of the University of Alaska O
Some of the elements of the University system itself do not meet,

the student needs in perticular areas.' Some of the community coglegee

¥ L :
have core3progrem$ in pre—professionel training ‘that could be

'strengthened;i As eteted'in the.University*s Academic Development,‘

-~

Plan (1975):

" "However, most. of the smaller community colleges are not yet
‘ suffioiently developed to offer an adequate second year
liberal arts core program. The‘availability of a liberal
arts core adequate to provide the first two years of. all but
-a few of the professional types of degrees is a .worthwhile,. .
. - achieveable goal of the community colleges and immediate.
- attentiom to this development is a strong recommendation,
+ even et\slightly increased costs’ (page 30).

~
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Ie any caee, providing students with educational opportunities that

meet their needs throughout the state should ba a mejor emph%sis.

.Student Demand and Partieipnrxon

T§e rate at which Aleskan students leave the stete to perticipate .

N
Although one must be oareful to define the extent to whieh this
s N

'happeeing since Aleeke 8 xeletive position to other states in this area

has changed somewhat in recent years. For instance,\the Academic |

' Development Plan (1975) quotes deta whieh revea&thhat' "Urben Alasken

o youth leave the etate to pursue higher educetion elsewhere in greater

percentages than do residents of eny other state" (page 38). However,

| the HEGIS Interstate Migration of Students Report (1975) shows thet the

pereentege of state residents migrating to other statee for purposes of

gaiuing qn education ranks Alaske fourth with the states of New Jersey,e

LI 3

Connecticut end New Hampshire all having higher percentages of resident

students going to other stetes for obtaining postsecondary educetion.b

n.'

.0f course, one of ‘the reasons for-the discrepancy here is that the

Acedemie Development‘Plen date was quoted from‘n-1963 study;

It is still true, however, that a relatively hzg@,peroentage of

=

Alaskan students 8o ouside the state to pursue pootseeondary eeucation.

v

‘Much of this has been blamed on the fact that adequate educational

‘opportunities are not eveilable in &laska and to some extent this is

truﬁ. Some student demand data indicate tha the match between whet
- ¥
students out of high school say they want and-whet is‘actually provided

LA

‘to them miy not coincide in many cases. The temptation here is to

T

'modify our postsecoﬂdary offerings'and'struotures'to neet_these

4 -

'in postsecondary education elsewhere has been and is a particuler concern.

N

J

LR



‘jbut great cautiou must be exercise& in conforming !o demands vetsus

'very desirablef.that the college offered a good general education'

‘- .
-

stated‘demauds. Of course, it is valuable and uecessary to provide

students eutering postsecocudary educatlon with what they sey they want,

-

M '

actious. . - R o .ﬂ-
&
o One of the first assumptions in meny planning endeavors in this

L.

' ares is that the primary reasou people 8o to college is to get a job and

in the vocatioual~technical area this may be true Some evidence beating

: on thia relationship between experience with college and its perceived

value for vocational preparation is shown Aid a national study by Campbell

‘and Eckerman (1963) - They found that the highly educated and the

occupationally and ecouomically advd&taged are cousiderably less likely :

_to place major emphesis on job txaining than are the the rest of the :f
population. This suggests that as the puoportion of the adult populifion-

._?hich has’ attended college increasesi,aS'ls‘happeuing year‘by year in

b

‘ Alaeka tﬁe populét view of the ﬁain pu:poses of higheiﬁeducation can be

; expected to become more veried with less exclusive _emphasis on its role

A e . v‘b L B T C G el T B L damrede ek .& Neb, chhe. BAENE et g

- in vocstional and career ptepsratiou.

.

| Mere recent data from alumni teud to support Cambell and Eckerman 8

. )

'findings.v In a survey of coilege graduates Spaath and Greeley (1970)

~

fbuud that the emphasis-on higher educatiou for‘career plecement is .

-

not ‘that dominant a theme for 1961 graduates seven years after they’ are

out of school. This has major implications for the values they now pass

on to theiricollege~age children.. They found that 77 percent of the
alumni said that in selectingva college for their oldest child it was

whereas:bgl& Aslpercent_felt that'it—was "usry desireble“ that the

]

collegewéive_good'career training.

T . : ” .
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A recent stg&y,by-;ﬁe Alaska Posts&conﬂarf Education'Cqmmiséion

R T | | } o ] _ o -
' Lsurveying the educaticnal plans and career aspirations of Alaska high

schaol seniors has indicated thn: they heavily emphaqize business,‘
d!reers and interest in vocational types of education.
< 7

Eowever, caution must be taken to match what these students say

(9

‘they desire and wha: they actually do."’ This calls for some- stuéy of

ot

: <this phenemenon before major action in postsecondary education occurs.
A wide variety of studies has shown ahat vocational ox cafeer prepsra—v
tion is :he main reaso? given by most freshman for their attending
.college. It is importsn: to realize, hawever, ‘that just as alumni inA

_ Spaeth and Greeley s study camc to regard career educatien as less

]

imporcan:, studénts éame ;g :egard i: as les impdrtant-by che'time

" they are saniors.

-~

Yankalovich £l9?4) estimated that about one~third of coday 8

r ]

éollege students stress almostlexclusively the‘careey related purposeéf

~of their gducation and another third stress personal and sccial values.' 

4

" The rest of :ha sthdeﬁts seem to be looking for ‘some kind of idesl .
fthrough a self fulfilling career that will also provide them with the

" kinds of finaqcial rewards :hey desire -

Al:hough Alaskan studencs may differ somewhat from thase findings,'

\.

(/9~it is impor:ant that this be evaluated and its implications for

-

poscsecondary education be determinsd. Let us not run off changing

our whole postsecondary educational enterprisa withcut first determining

:he situation in regard to the student demand versus participatiou

'problems. \

‘Articulation in Postsecondary Education

Although the problem gf.coﬁmdnication and coordlnation among:

; .

-"




‘Perceived differences may exist in these areas ss

: inferior instruction .per se. The real differences can be softened -

' {s valuable to .the atudent and the Interested public, but it is also

a
) ~

‘sectors'of postsecondary education hsé;aiready been mentioned;}it daeserves

more &etsiled trestment. One of the most vexisg problémS'for students
as well as adminisééitcrs and faculty in pcstsecondary educstion\is that

of being sble to transfer from one institution to snother withte the

. same stste and nct lose some continuity in education es weli as a

substantial number of scademic credits. This results from bcth resl and-

perceived differences from.one-institution~to snother. Real differences,:

“.msy exist in both the quality snd purpeses of similarly nsmed programs

/

11 es the feeling by

{
many institutions that certain sectors of post econdaty*educstion offer

- somewhat" by cooperation and insursnce that the level of faculty and

facilities is similar. The point here, however, is that students deserve
a clear picture of the relation of their academic work in one area to

cthers.in the state. It'is the educational ccmmunity s responsibility

‘i:o'prbyide_coqr&ihaﬁs§:and“:ransierableiwcrk ﬁer,consumgtion by the

v

student. It is the student's right to expddt s&ch‘service.

S - — S o o
Beyond the mechanisms to insure such coordination and transferability

_ 1s the responsibility to make this information known to all students

- who. participate - a formidable task'in itself. ;'Some'ststeé have published

decuments which cutline speciﬁically which courses and programs‘are

~trsnsferab1e to which institutions and which are not, thus giving the \

student an idea, - beforehand of the value of his work throughout the '

state and its applicability to similar or advsnced work in other .

‘institutions. The value of this is tworfold: 'first, of course, it,

- . . v ¢

T AL : *



IR S m“

__; Western Interstate Commi sion foz Higher Education (WICHE) Student

<. e 42

~and osterins a situation whare: coordination can occur in mutuaily e

acceptabln areas.§

‘; In a more general sense, not only is information about trnnsfer-'
 Aaoility valuxbla to students, but just information about prosrans and:
 servicas avaiiable thronghgut the state is needed. A>comprehensive
gatherins of ali programs and services available throughout’the statei
in public. private and proprietary sectors of postsecondary eduoation]'
wonld be a very valusble service in itself. Although some mechgnisms.‘
\to attempt this have been set up, - their effectiveness hss been somewhat :
1ackins and new.wtys to-acconplish this informxtion'disseninstion
Afnnction'nen&'tovbe‘trind; One altarnative, proposed by the Alaska |
L;'Posnsecng&ary" Education Coin:_nissitn, 1s inclnded in’ ppendix IIT of ;.his
Jréport' | - B |

State Student Financial Aid |

As the costs of postsecondary education rockat skyward the financial ‘

i . \ ~ N L]
aid prggrams available to students beqom@s maraiof s neccssity than a’ ‘\\‘

: ‘.(,‘-*
n:ce:y Withont such pr grams as the Alaska Student Loan Program, : \

R R
- BN

-

| Exchange Program andnvarious‘Federal‘loﬁns and grants a‘large'percentnge"‘

of Alaskan Stu&entn wonld not be able to_partioipnto'in'nostsecondatﬁ “;
education. B | i. |

The Alaskan policy of making large sums of money available to
_ finance Alaskan students in gainipg their education in other states w1th
more opportunity has been questioneé and disqussed nany times. In torns

: of service to students it is an outstanding suceess by any.measure In



~ texms of encoutagingustodents to leave the state petmeoentl?,‘the jury
'is still out._ ‘It is not oleer whethnr students -are encouraged to

remain out of state by this prosram, but some evi&ﬁﬁ%e oompiled by the‘
K

Postsecondary Education Commission does indicate that the rate of leavins

the Qt&te after high school is no higher for students who participate

in the Alaska Student Loan Prosram than for students who do not

‘participete._ The issue needs more- analysis and & clear ccmuitment should

. t
be’ established on :his evidence._

Aiaeka’s reluctance to pa;tioipate in the State Student Incentive o
Grant (SSIG) program remains somewhat of a'mystery. It‘is the only

-state that does not participate. A clear resolving of this‘&ssue is f

needed. With msny students.being':urned-down due to lack of funding :

i‘lthe WICHE pzogram, the increasing participation in the Aiaska Student'

Loan Program and the skyrocketing costs of postsecondery education,

¢

_ there seems a olear need to aid students- financially in whatever way
possible. ,;N,“(@; - l.tju e e T ‘“(“p'“:ﬁﬁQ“ ‘*Ji’ﬁ’ v
Receot iegisletion at the Federal level may make it possible for
- more "middle income" families end;thus stu&ents to qualify for
financial aid under BEOG.and SEOG ptograms. It is not olear if_this.
'wooi& affect many_Alasken students; howevet,-sioce the_"middle'incomef
eategory defined 13 toe Feoerel legislation io large pett doesnft

fexist'in‘ﬁlaska; ¥

'\~\x Continued effort and evaluation wf impact needs to be done

. : ¥ ,
- regarding student finanoiel'aid.

-

Reeommendations

. 1. As recomended in the University Q Alaska's Academic Development

L

+ &

Yy .
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-i_ adding privata higher education and applieable proprietary

revenueé bonding.

- r 3 - B . o i
o _ e - _ S ' - B
Plan means should bc provided to allow all areas of the state to
naintain strong ceunseling services that can. guide students in
their academic endeavors and career choices." ‘

Spacific and sisnificant evaluation measures be instituted to

denermins :he effaq:ivaness of present counseling and guidance

ility documant be cnmpiled covering all of
postsecondary education. This could probahly be done in stages

with tha University of Aiaska system- being done first, then

-

institution prosrams

_An evaluation of :he strength of core liberal arts pragrams at

each ccmmunity college within the University ef Alaska system bé done.

That follow-up studfes be dona to determine the rela£;onship between o

what studencs say they want'in postsecondary education and the

e ,.’.» e e g AT

ac:ual ways «in° whinh thay participate.

Thac an edqcatxon information netwozk as proposed iu Appendix III

of this report bf:ffsti:u;ed in_Alaska_:o inform students of thE‘

resources §Vailable to thap in ;he_scg:e.' HQ'
an evaluation of‘the impact of partiéipatibn ih the State Student

Incen:ive Grant (SSIG) program should be accamplished._

Possible alceruativé!‘ta providing aid money to. s:udents should ‘be

pursuad-such-as providing money for.educatlonal loans through

R

Cps
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, Mu.; _this. is au area best left to budget officers and statc auditors. Raﬁher, R

CHAPTER' 5

Financial Support, Allocatfon and Efficiemcy -+ - s

*
*

In light of :he current fiscal accountins situation now existxng ]
at the Universiay of Alasha and tha public ﬁo:oriaty that it h;p
B received, prgpably no one in_nore in:e:estsd_1njd§v¢;opins'budgetaﬁy :
'  3§¢6§3:§$1£1£y tblits'fullesf than, the ﬁniversitflitﬁelf.: The pnrpése :
cf this chapter is to review ths prcblems and solutions both in Alasﬁé
.and elsewhere and thsn to susges: possihle methods tc use or directionSx' B

3MTQ ;,tc*prqcegdﬁZFEhg‘cgﬁytgr‘will_&aal p;imarily-with:the Universicy-of

.

Alaska since'itwfeﬁresénts the‘bﬁlk~of p&&lic fun&iﬁértb'§53£5é23h3§r#j,”:";"f s
education;_ The discussion and recommendations will net- deal with the

budgetary accounting system, al:hnugh it needs ta: be dealt with, since' 

r*«

? . i . PRa

. 1o w%}l deal with the issues of lavel of suppor:, allocation of funds,
~and msthdﬁs cf indicating the systen s eff&ciency. ’ ; S ey Co i

% ) \‘

| Allocition Methods < . . ;_' N Lt .
Specifying fair ways in which noney ffom the state coffers can be |
allocated to higher edncation is. not only a means for the public to - S -
insure educationsl institutions are no: "padding" their requestsi but
a method for higher education to protg?t itself Wiah the tight money f;
‘situa:ion (even in Alaska) 'higher adqcation becomes particularly |
-susceptible to: budget reductions because it is not‘normally funded by 1  ; vi  f;
;;statutory formpla, except for twn-year colleges in some states. This o  ' }
é.,f wauidn t be particglarly dejsgtating except for the fact that many otber -

\‘

sta:e.programs are fun@e§,8y.formulas establighed by law. ng‘major

. ~ R . 3 L ) B .
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' examples would be the elementery/secondary education Foundation Formula

and the state welfare system. &lso, there are o:her mandatory state

costs which are consuming large portions of public funds like the Alaska

Pnblic Employees Re%irement system.‘ In this atmosphere of hig%
*competition higher educa:ion is the lergesc block of so~celled
"discretionary funds" (if one discounts the Alaska Permanent Fund)(in 3

'the state budget. It is very campting therefore, to use thgse o

'"discretionary funds" to adjust differences between revenue levels ‘and

-é budget demnnds. Thus, even with an increased commitment to higher

education (which 1s somewhat dubious in Alaska for tbe immedia:e future)
these funds will remain highly vulnereble to budgat reductions unless -

z some me:hod;of fqrnnla funding is;developed.v-ew

":

. ;¢3E5§ On the other hand institutlonel personnel as well as 1egislative

o personnel should be\wery of simple formulas. Expetience over many yeare
and in hosts of states has shown thet there are uo’ eesy ways to 1mprove
.such a conplex process.' There.is always a temp:ation to aesume'peet
precoices are completelf’innaop:opniate and toeﬁegin‘enew. rAl:noogh it
nay not be indtielly eope;ent, exieting‘praccices uonally henetinco:pot~'

ated significan:.wisdom based on nastiexperience. They may‘need

N

modification and "tuning up" but should not be dismissed too lzghtly._
Probebly the best procedure is to proceed incrementally with well thought

out varietions thet can be tested in practice without crippling the
-
whole system if they are not effective

: With the long list of areas that requlre decision, the complicated

-

interrelationshins among them and the limits of time and staff aveilable v

.. Y

to reView procedures meens that some structure needs to be provided to
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.

siﬁplify-the proceee cf allocating money. BasicnllzJ two gene l methods .
are used to dc this, incremental budgeting and formula budseting. .

The incrementel method separates a budget into the baSe emount, ;;

" . Coe

usually the amount received the year before, adjusted for cnnuelized v
‘ .

pregram ccsts and other things such as selary lcngevity increment3°- .

rincreeses needed,to maintain previous-yea:.pregnam levels, and increeSeSr ‘

'fcr new‘programs | This"ﬁethce'has soma prncticel-benefite in ‘that. it

'and eﬁfectiveness evaluation although pessibly-occuring are only assumed

fbudset bases may not be eeaéerablé for similen activities,

| -usuelly deal adequetely with small,coSt‘differences perwunit from

tends to- limit areas of analysis to chcse that require only immediate

ettentionni Institutional prinritizetion of programs, long-ranse planning

Al

to have ogcured and are not checked. ‘Allceeting fun&s_on thie'beeie“”

tends ‘to focue on the'increments and very little on the Base. Anothert

 drawbdck that follows from this lack of attention to ths base amount is

: that little ettention is given to equitable ellecation of funds among

institutions._ In fact, under this method, amnunt§ in-inetitutiqus

e v R
The formula method is another method of ellocation of funds to

institutions. It also simplifies the process and alleviates time and

resource constraints somewhct} It else seems to deal more satisfactorily

with eQuitable éistribution of funds among institutions.L~A fcrmula

usually reletes -some meeSure, unit ccets, workloed (student faculty

ratio), or productivity (faculty credit hours) to the emount that ie )

requested in-the budget. One hes to be carefulzwith°formulas in, the

etea of average Costs, hcwever. The formula is- really cnly as useful as

it reflects the actual cost of an institu;icn._ A simple formula doesn t
. ¢

~
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) insti:utien'tc‘ins:itntion.‘ Too ccmplex a fornule‘does not suffer so.“ *

: much from this fault but may be very difficult to understand especially
for legxslators who ncrmelly lack the expertise end technical .

: familiarity needed.

v

Another practlcal preblen with formule budgeting is in the

. _Aoriginsl develcpmen: of the formula. A distincuion that must not be

- ‘
‘cverlocked in formula developmen: is thst between the pricing function -

L of a fcrmnla and the cost basis it-is develcped frcm. Put more simply,

"basing a fcrmule on what it eoets now may have little or ncthing to do

/
/

‘ withuwhat'it cught>to cost. However, selecclng the criteria for what N

aeach educa:ienal fnnction or area ought to cost and then selecting

\ -

' to resolve that fornules are normally based on unic costs as they exist

&

"unless some obvxous discrepancy is. noted.. In effect a formula may

perpetuate and systematically increase the deficiencies already present

S

in‘a system .J. 'the &ich get richer and the poor get peorer " Never—

1

'theless, with ﬁhe preceedxng cautions in mind formule budgeting offers

‘more advantages chan %ncremencal budgeting and knowing some ‘of ‘the

t

feults to wetch out fir beforehand helps to. develop compensations for ?’
xsmple of a formula . that could be used fcr sllocating

~ state monies to commun ty collﬁges in Aleska Appendix IV cptlines a

procedure‘recently prop%sed by the Alasks Ccmmission on Postsecondary

E&ucatien f&& aiscnsleQYby the various commnniayvcollege'presidents.

" . . 'Y .
Budget-Developm@nt_-‘

. -

, Methedslcfﬁinstitucgonel budget development have centered in recent . '

S

_years on complete budget review and buildup every time a budget is

whc decides whac 1: should cost are guch’ difficult and nebulous questions N

=



.proposed. Implioit in this process is the developme t of Performance i
indicators that will justify the oogépnuance of a program. Thxs‘prooess“mr"‘

"has prdhablypnever been'eomplete;y.usedpanywhere‘but'it ie popuier in

by -various .names ineluding Planning, Programming, Budgeting Systemf(EBBS);'_
“sfPlhnning. ?rOgranming,‘ﬁudgeting'and Evaluation (PPEE); Perforoance‘
’Budgeting;’ano Zero-Based Budgeting.

~ both the legis%g;EEe and senior Univer ity of Alaska system adm;?istra-f

“““““

-
e .

theory and_nss been attempted-(however poorly) in many states., It. goes -jh,"

"""Q:
’“&
W

Reoent proposals fn Alaska by |

A}

tors have lndicated that zero—based budgeting is imminent. Before o

“proceeding wlth thisdcourse of action it might behoove us to see- how '

successful the process has been in other edueatienal systems Altboughs\

‘to others who hsve attempted what we -are. proposing in &laska~ -

——

i is true that Alaska is unxque in many ways, so are many other states}

and there is nothing to lose by at least examining what has happened

A recent review of these processes in'Haweii‘and Washingtoul |
. ' S . J S Y
(Peterson, Erwin anﬁ‘Wilson (1977) is worthy of note‘sinée Hawaii's
system of highet education is quite similar to Alaska's and both states

motinted an-all—out_effort‘in time, money and petsonnel to make this kind

of system work. . S

Hawaii : i

-

As.early as 1961 Hawaai'began‘initial attempts to lipk the

- : . . ' , ’ ’

"allocation of‘monies,to statecegenoies, including'higher education,

to some kind of pérformance measures. The ‘Central Analysis Group was

formed und ederal grant as part of the Governor's Office. Tﬁe///
- < o 4 ‘

‘initial actiod of this group was_ t0'define a plan'fof analyzing the

eontents of programs that called for specificatlon of progrsm objectives
Ll ,

-~
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j target'grgﬁps, the‘use,§f1worklosd meeaeresnaadﬂa request‘fer*'

,‘fineneial plan to be submitted annually, be

,yfer use in the 19?3 legislative session, 2) an

, fcllowing odd-year s legislative SESSlon, beginning in December, 19?2

. to be submitted annually starting in December, 1973

,ideetificatice of monies that each unit felt would indicate progrem_JQVK'"

¥ ¢

.effectiqeness.. The requirements and grecedures were implemented'

-

piecemeal 80 that problems eould be worked out on-a scaij hat was .
,jeasily modified. Computer Services and summary analydigg::ports were
develeped. The £izst complete pilot effort, submitted to the 1953
) ’sassion of the legislafhre, 1nvolved the Department of Education. The

,system seemed potentially attractive and the legislature directed the
* entire public education system<to adopt a PPB system by 1971 However,

. these actions \ere all being taken on an infermal basis In 1970 the

i

"legislature officially passed Act l85 The Executive Budget Act which

assigned the implementation and evaluation of a PPB system to. the

1.

'Departmedt of Budget and Finance. The law required that three sets of

. r .

documents be submitted by each agency:. l) a six_ year program and

'ning in December, 1922

’utive‘bddget‘to"

“'be~submitted.in Deeember of*every even—numbered yearffer use in’tﬁe: 3

for the 1973—75 budget biennium, and 3) The Variance Report, ccmparing
i N I
actual to planned and budgeted forecasts of expenditures and performance'

T
-

’ [4
Detailed.gnstructions weée developed and training sessions were

held in several plaees in the state to help units become familiar w1th

'what needed to be submitted All data was collected on a dry-run basis '

-

'to determine any eperatiqnal problems that might occur. This was done in

-

© 1971 and-an'initial problem was immediately apparent; the volume of

v d

. o _ e
/ R
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informatiou was 80 great that the law was emmended to provide’legislaters

rewith summary data ouly However, evén the summary plan consisted of

,14 vclumes end~almost seven thousand peges.< The.lew wesefurther _ e

A

."ﬂ.' o ‘ammeuded to drep,eome of'the requireuents for.iuferuetion;‘but still ’e.:
:reeulted in a prohieitiuely larée docuuent.d | |

In the higher educetion eree an expert cousultent on. PPB was. hzred,

i'f*f .end guided the etete to use of the Natienel Qenter fcr Hisher Educatiou

Wenagement System s (VCHEKS) Program Classifieetion Structure (PCS)
\

'3-'#r T N Obgectivee and speeifxe méasures. 'of them wvere proﬁosed to the higher

. r .
”

-, .  munity's response was a-negative one. Some of their ;ritieiems were .

- valid eues. First, in addition to-the new program—evaluatien orleuted

. S L
.-;budget they were also required to provide a traditional line item budget

‘“"since legislators felt that this,was”theionly type of ieformation‘that,- N

. Ly tied expenditure to spetiflc campuses and units. Also,'e budget.needed

TN

-.-';* 7 to.be prepared for the system ) internal budget aI’ucations. The'
| P ' measure of prcgram effectiveness requested ware not being cqllected and
extensive end costly date colléction and analysf§ needed to"e‘

"' | . . institutedt ~ Therefore, for at leeet the first few yearswdat on many

indigators was listed as "data not available." ?robeblf'meet devaeteting

- M ) ]

to fthe whole undertaking was the legislative reaction. Legisletors were

5‘i a "~ not partieularly upset that- much of the data 'was not available, since

their primary‘intereSt was in the line-item'budget_eud not the‘performance

8-

{ndicators. . This, of ceurse,-was'quickly perceived‘by_tﬁe campusas and

Py * 13

v

. o , ‘dampened their enthusiasm for supplying i)'ro'grem effectiveness data.

-

-

e ' ,_Thé s?stem(has continued; however, its‘value is still believed in

‘ .
- .

education community. As one might expect the higher education N
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bp both legisletors and'a growing nupbey of higher‘edncation insritﬁtions.

This apparent contradiction results more from objections to the imple-i

-~

(.
mentation or performance budgeting than to the concept., It hes had great

value in getting adminispratore et all levels to look at the relative

values of their programs §o that constructive readjustment is possible.

\- L3
Iy .

-Moreover, one of the main reasons for legislarive indifference to program

effectiveneee data provide& goes beck to tﬁe discussion of, data versus .

4

information previously presented. As. Erwin and Peterson (1977) 1ndicate.

“The fact that performance measures have had littie or no o~
pact on the state budgeting process is largely due to" their

‘ im
| \\\V//apparenc 1rrelevance to legislat¥ive concerns and’ their lack of -

credibility among many state agenciesp The measures devised
by, DB and F with outside consulting assistance ask fot. deta-
~on mast aspects of institutional performance. In the

highly aggregatad program structure, however, they d¢ not

tell legislators which programs and institutions need more o
money to accomplish their objectives and which are already o

getting more than they need. They mer¢ly provide numbers - | .

which may or may not have meaning for the leglsletor" (pege 18).

Wany of the institutional a@ministrators have indicated that as

. their experlence grows with performance budgeting it is an effec:zve way !

to determlne internel effectiveness and budget allocg:ion methods‘ It

provides some backup to answer'criricisms of favoritism in budget
. . e ! i .
. \ .

allocation. Moreover, many institutional administrators felt they

..

could more‘strongly endoree the conépt’if they had more input to the
kinds of ‘measures used to indicate program performance.

Washington

Washington's attempts at performance budgeting began formally inm

1673 when the Legisle:ive Budget Committee decided to conduct perforj?nce

b ]

~audits of all state agencies, although partial attempts at performance

" budgeting were trie&r{n‘1969 and again in 1971 with little success.

-

PO
. .

L



| SRR . The nein difference in implementation between Hawaii andVWeshington is

‘. ey that Weshington has a much tore decentralized ;nd loosely coordinated

| 'system of postsecondary education and implementation was ettempted i./
. ," T eimulteneously-from nany,seetors. Tne,StetevBoard‘for;Community Cnllege'
Edncation‘institnted a ﬁorkload‘Standerde Study to deternine program,
.effectiveness, while'the Council for Postsecondary Education made

.'. , N recommendations for quantitetive ‘and qualitive standards unrelated to
L v , .
o he community college study. In addition, the Advisory Council on State

_‘Government Produetivxty, uﬁe foise of ProgramnPlanningaand Financial
danagement, the Legislative Budget Committee and the voluntary Cnuncil

. R o of State College and Unive;sity Presmdents all have mounted performance

-

based budgeting efforts that were somewhat unrelated to‘ ach other in‘
¥ .

terms of eoordination.' The result of all this uncoordinated effort has

'been considerable eonfusion. The only group to come up with a program

.. - evaluation structure for budgeting that has- had some Aimpact is the
State Board of Community Colleges through their WQrkload Standards Study
This has been a result mninly of a strongly cohesive group of community

o college presmdents who have a partieularly good relationship with their '
. ' board. e .

Many of the problems arising in edncation were related to defining

what perfornence indieators were, to be used and-@ﬁich wére eppropriate

'.’ - for different sectprs’of postseeondary edueation, as in Hawaii. Also,c:n

many institutions were not convinced ghat the indicators would really

. . o : . . : .
] ' ) e
have any imput in final budget figures, a real concern in mosSt states

@ that have attempted this kind of budgeting system. The results of

. . . many attempte have left Washington with a;eontinuing‘interest'in apolying -
performance standards, but'little'else‘, o s
’ . ‘ . o coe
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The purpose of theee detailed descriptioos on the performance B

-

budgeting process in Rawaii and Washiqgton are not to discount the idea -
of performance evaluation, but to. indicate the difficulties of
incorporating the;idea iuto state budgeting procesees.. Is there‘oo

" hope then? Are the problems S0’ complex thatyallocatioo of state money
to hisher education cannot be’based on measurahle indicators of |

performence? _Sonle recent trends have indicated that the idea can

. S . oo e o

work, but the focus of evaluation needs-to be.changed. . ‘f 7
There are two major problems, one is definxng the standards by
which evaluatlon will occur and getting agreement on qhem, while thev Ny ‘, S

. / . )
other is meeting the neads of leglslators to tie expenditures to the o

\ institutions,‘programs and‘constitgéﬂcies they‘representl Thellegis--

»

- lature at the -decision point of allocating funds will‘orobably'always

%ant and need some sort of line item budget. Therefore, the evaluation ,
of ‘performance ouet occur before and'separate-from thet‘step; It

requires that: l) evaluation of performance be worked out by the

'-educational community and a single coordinetion pointtsuch as the

-

Commission on;Postsecondary Educatlon in ég.ile, and 2) that the results

. - . P £
of the recommendatdions of this coordinating point have creddbility with

]

P

the legislature'so that they may‘concern themselves with bodget allocation5

and be assured that performance is bedng monitored and - controlled in

accordance with their wi§hee. This idea is expressed dbll by Harcleroad .
(1976) in_refereﬁce to the role of state fiscal additors, when he wrote:

"If auditors can determine that institutions are following a -
credible process in reviewing educational programs, and if '
they can find objectivé evidence about the effects of
programs (for example, in terms of whether graduates get
jobs+and whether many Students complete their programs or
drop out), then the auditor can concentrate on the extent

. ~
.

R . " .‘ . ‘ -
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for its aeedemie ac ies,‘which is a more feasible audit:
objective, than trfing to assess academic quality directly”

to which the institu;%onkhas an effective management program
_(page 38) S : Uy

'Revenue and Enrollmedt Projeetions .

Alasks has had limitedkjgvelopment of projecting enrollments and<

-revenues and especially with their coojg;nation in higher education .
'budget plenning.‘ In mnny ststes both exeeutive and" legislstive bu&get :
' stsffs make revenue projeetions often in consultation with university

- and business input. The differenttséaffs usually review esch other s -

estimates and then bargsxn over changes or use their own systems By

,ggardinat with university personnel in budget projections the ‘ e” )
- . - ) - ' )
academie planning prq{ess is greatly enhanced by %utting some tentative

q-limits on what may be ppssible %F the next several yeers Enrollment

projections which still carry heavy weight in budget decisions at the

" state level probably need some development and cootdination in Alaska.

This is a process that is relatively well~developed in many states.

Institutions snd/or sometimes state higher education agenoies usually

E]

| .make initial enrollment ptojections whioh e;e then reviewed by eaeh

/
agency that reviews institutional budgets for assumptions aud aocuraoy

Initial budget estimstes are then ususlly projeeted from enrollments of .

*

) the ptevious year. Aotual entollments hopefully beeome available while_'

: budgets are under review and the final recommendations incorporate these

more recent figures. While somet?ing of this sort is attempted in -

" Alaska much more work needs to be done in projection teohniques and

. accyracy in determining the balanef of needs with tevenue‘projeptions.f

-

Recommendations

.1,  The University of Alaska system, in cooperation with the Alaska °

N |
o
-



. “ . P . .

. . * ;5)
,:’:éx o e *Comission on Postseeen&ay Education. should begin ( : ’
® R = | develcpmgnt af a funding formulafformulas for the system. Exper- .

< "'

ience has shown that either separat:e fermelas or major modificaticns

.. ' ' .. four : . ‘ - . ‘ 9 N i : » - )
: - -year schools. . ‘ . T

“2.._- ’I‘hat this formula ‘ba implemented and developed in a step-wise

g fesbion 8o that: diecreet parts can be tested through experience.

. ' ' 3. That perfermanee in@cators of highe:' education effectiveness be
simple and few at the legisletive level, with the Alaska Commission
on Pcstsecondary Education being the focus"of detaile& review. |

4. Thattprojectione of enrollment: be moreg fully developed as to
‘ ‘ technique and accuracy and that future budgetary needs be related

. t:o future revenue projections‘ Further, that this precess be

‘ : coordinated and guided by the Alaska Commission on @ostsecondary
o “ -“Education.

. . ‘ * o

- i

r -
® S :
- \ -
c. ~ ;
* . .
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¥ P
@ | .
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~ ’ ?’ /

| in the parts of 8 single fomule need to be made for 4wo yeer and &

oy dr



'provided by institutions of postsecondery education have resulted in

| coste of construction heve enphasized the nee& for more effective

campus) and the nature of- its physical growth ehould play an important

<

| CEAPTERS /
Fecil%ties Plannigg |

-

s

‘*;h Especially during recent years increased demands fo “the services

"tremendous increases in physical plant investment. The ekyrocketing

iﬁ’f?z‘f

lenning and utilization of fecilities.;iOne outcome of this ‘need has .

~

been the requirement for more specific juetification of new- facilities

construction and a better picture of current utilization. As pointed )

out by the Western Interetate Commission for Higher Education (WICHE,. '

Lg?l) ‘\ "The.proceeses‘by whichwcepitol reeources-ere allocated more

x

N end more is betoming dependent on quantitative evaluation

of existing eepacity and on cerefully documented projections

2%

K

of future needs. In many inetances, meever, college o . BN
. adminisggeters do not heve the toqls to ellow them to
respond effectively to theee emerging requirements" (pege 20) ’it

In the physical growth end development of a university there exists I

a real need for;e frame of reference within which daily eecieions_can.be

made, short-renge problems resolved and long-~range issues and alternatives

i
&

_evelneted; .TﬁiE'pien‘for physical growth should try toﬂecconmodate‘

chenge in edudational'neede‘end nethods,rfinancial reeourcee;"

b

architecture*‘philoeophies and.construction technology. 'Ihe campus‘or‘g f‘

‘edncational setting (as much of Alaska educetion does not occur om a

~

A

g role in implementing proposed educational/programe, Thus, one of the = - ..

o S T
% | 57 | \-f ;
¢ .
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. | T purposes of a physical developpent plan should be to translate -
4 ; | . proposed educational activities into physical concep;s. The 1ong-raoge
plan should propose cycles that will allow the edudational enterprise ’;)
e . | ‘to respood to its ownt needs as well as those of society to insure that |
R ‘-
e o 1ong-raoge facility planning doesn t remain Just prediction with no
;- 3 elation to operational reality Short-range programs should result,
' . ‘when necgssary, in the modification of the plan so that the whole process ‘
:.3 o | of development is uQEér onstant revzeo The long~range developmental

plan should not actually dictate the actual form of the campuses of the-.

future, but should specify some princmples and directions for physical :

®
'developmant; physical planning, design criteria and developoental options.
gy Some of,the‘specific areas that should be included in a‘physical
g development plan should be future site selegtionm, methods of funding,
\..q . ‘.' ) ‘ . " : . . “- ' ) A . | .
| limits on institutional size. and minimum oonﬁitions necessary'for'
- ‘“' ! consideration ol g8 new facility. In terms of actually planning the "
. ' .
° construction of an educational faci}ity some or all’ of the following
o | . areas should be.taken‘into account depending,on‘the type of facility‘
'i.f -Visual Form 1* s
. 2.  Architecture .
4 - . C ‘ = v
X o - - 3. Access to the Hagdicapped
‘\" 'i :&k :t_ 4. Landscaping :" R .4
® X-\, ‘ - P Student Housing '_ : ' 4
| ' - : - _ o : 3 /.
Vo g 6. Sports Areas o o /
S : . ’ ’ ' ¥, P
y o S 7. _Reiearch Areas -
® 8. - Classroom Station Needs - P , -
‘ | . o o . , : A
. o 9. Functional Grouping of Facilities o ‘ S
.
e ¢

CERIC , T 64
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, _ ' , o _ , | i
;L | i. | . iO. Building Density - - . - . “i'.',; L _'§"
{ll. Topogrephy | | |
~ e i t ;122 Parkiug
; ., ,‘, o 13. Special Setv1ee Areas
.14, .Utility need and locatien (Gas, Water, Steam, Refrigeracion, .
, sewet System end Telecommunications) | .? |
ﬁiseel Considerations

' : ' Although future facility congtruction is based somewhat on future

a0 ) o

n population'dfojections andeidentified educational needs,_codsideretiousl/
‘of cost end_ebility of the etate‘to combiy‘with.these costs mus:'be‘:' ﬁ _ _ ‘<::
reddreesed. vaiousiy‘some.comptomiee;between ehet is needed end.whet}ﬁ
the:state can pe§ for‘ere-in order;“ Aleeka .with its‘éeogrephicaliy ;

.'{',"; - ‘widespread population and adverse. weather conditions poses particular _ 4‘ |

iphysieel development problems In terms of funding, decisions need togr ;

.- - ‘be made regarding the bonding capacity of the state for educatiOnal

e

capitel eonstructian and whe%her more efficient methods of funding might , o .A.

. be proposed. It wpuld be wise to look ahead at projected costhee
¢

well as autieipated revenues. For instanee, a baekgrcund of costs,

. - : projected into the -future, of building coeetructiou angd 'ei;uipment in ) * -
‘ | Alaska'postseeondaty education uould'be quite useful in determining |

TR 2

'f Euture needs for tapital construction funds. Additionally; the futute
"' o . value of 1and anticipated for future use’ iu postsecondary education, but
‘ not now owned, mi§ht'be valuable. Finaliy, since all anticipated , .

construction needs gight not be met a system for priority construction

* _ 3 should be,worked out.
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Public and Frivate Sharing of Facilities

An avenue of pursuit that could pay great dividenda for Alaska is

in using existing fSCllities in the private as well i as public sector.‘

;-

1

: githough this policy is pursued quite heavily in bush viliages;gﬁggzg\\
re of

-

there may be only one building to accommodate all activities,
!

this could be done in urban aress.‘ Many times quite adequate facilities.

..

are available and not too inconveniantly located near educatianal

' institutians that could be used byﬁthg institution on a part—time rental ”

or'tradg agreement. It is infinitéiy.less expénsiveyihan constructing

a’nh& facili:# aﬁd-sho&ld be considered as an altérﬁative whedeﬁef neﬁ'

construction is proposed{ This policy can also apply to néh—éducatienal}

public buildings as. weil as private ones. Presently, in lqcatipns in

Alaska where‘cemmunity colleges and semior éolleges-shaié'fagiliiies f
it is assumed thai éfficient well-plénned_usage of cémmon space is

i

occuring. However| iigtle of this ié'known‘at the state.levéi andfnot

. much more'a: che syéte; level. It would be of great benefit in future

educational planning to know the efficiency and workahility of this

sprocess in specific¢ terms.’ i' -

. | v
- Facilities Inventory S

o

‘Freqﬁgniiy'siﬁtg”lével'ﬁlanners_and.soﬁetimes.even institutional
ones are ndt a&arélof ali the ﬁaéilities in use or ovned by public
iﬁétiﬁutions aﬁd’bven leés“awaranf theéé facilitieé‘a:‘privatg'

 institutions.. If the facilities are’knqwﬁ'about;'what is know@ about
vthem is miﬁim;l,_ This isxwhéfe:a comprehensive.faéilitiéé iﬁvenibry is K

valuable. This type of inventory usually describes a building's -

vcharacteriStics‘ia}terms of number and_typeS'oE rooms.ééailabie and.
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, « sevetal othet-ioteriot and exteriot building characteristics; Although
. | some Federally tu;ded studies of facilities were done in this manner by
the University of Alaska several years ago, no continuing statewide
LI | -effort in determining 1 ventory of facilities has’ been done -to include '

public, private and prop "etary education which could be very valuable

gt

in terms of-future Space n eds as well as in previously mentioned

%

'sharing of facilities.

) Facilities Utilization

+
1 .

Once the existence. location, condition and characteristics of all

¢

° ] _educationa'l facilities have been d termined by a c‘omprehensive facilities
‘ - - inveotory, it is important that one know what the facilities are being
“used for and some indicators of the amuunt aud efficiency of their
‘.' g | usege. Facilities otilization is‘more_difficult tofdetermine'than_a'
- | ‘simple inventote, eith_its essociated'clsss scheduling and class enroll~
o | . ment requiremeots. Sormellf;'fscilities utilizatiou.concerns.itself
‘with instructional space and is concerned with how space is being used
to carry out the instructional function. Although this is traditional ~
it should not preclude otilizatioo studies of oon-instructional and!or
P ‘ . auxilliary space such as etudent unions, office space and, physical plant
soooort. ;] * _ ';t‘,_ ' i e : g _ - &
Onie of the continuing éroblems in'assessiné the relative efficiencyﬂ
._' . of facilities utilization is establishing fair ar}d equitable noxms . that
. | incorporate the speCial characteristics and restraints of localized '
'_areas.' Whether acceptable/ussge of»a}dlasstoom is 20‘hours a'week, 30
@ | ' ‘hours a week 'Ioi: three.hou'r"s a ‘wee_k tends to deoeoci on. the type of facility,

. o the type of instruction and the needs of the students. However, some -
, oo T s




'w‘;.
‘ i ' ” ‘ . ' : - '
. } S 62
- N : . ’

o o indicetors of efficiency'need to be provided in this’ area and a place
® | : ) o -
' to start is with some national standards Apgeﬁdix V describes in

detaxl seve;al types of indicators of  the efﬁiciency of facilitiesf"

Q , S : R . 68 . -

« -'_5 | u;ilxzation and some of the nationally;accepted no?ms‘in several areas.
-'_ . N .Construetion of postsecondary edueational facilities with publlc v
e funds represents a smgﬁiflcagt financial commi;;ent and those who fund‘.
S - this area have a right to knew what the facilities are beihg used for
"' N 1 and how effleient that usage is, befere authorizlng ?unds for more ef
the same. | ‘ ‘-:.
i.- i B . - Two 1ncrea§1ngly 1mportant areas that are. relatively ne§ :o a .
) facil;ties plennlng and have applicabilitz“ie Alaska are energy cons- '
. .t | ervatxon and accommodatlons for. commuter»studeuts.
"i | Energy conservation will have increesxng signif1cance aﬁ all levels
- oL and shpu;d be.e_ or censidexatlon in both the desxgn of new- buzldlngs(‘ .
T‘- ’ . and ;ﬁe renn idn of exlsting-fac1lities. In addiéion, a revLew and i
e - | analysis of current. operatlng prectices with regard Eé such things as
o ;é‘ L utillties usage and scheduling with aeﬁeye toward reduction of usdge PN
would be appropriace. ‘ | «‘ s v .} S | .’I L.
,“ — : vu. With the relatlvely lerge number of - commun{fy college commuter«type |
| campuses in Alaska, ser;oué\tbought should’ be givep in Elannlng or.
rennovating fac;lities Lo the particular neeee of commuter students. .
",j‘_ This'might even/have side e%ﬁec:s«ef festering mo:e etudent”cohesivenes;.
aed support;}a‘parfieulaf pgeblem‘of,commuter caﬁpgses. ~
. | i | Recommendatione A : ‘
‘!.' ‘ it - 1. A seeclfic plannlpg effort should: be mounted p0381bly by a Waster
| ; T |  ' Plan Technical Committée on. Feellltles Planning to proge;t future .,
'3 ' ,



[approved by the Alaska Commission‘on Postéecondary Eduéation;';l‘

as well as partial justification for nqw capital construction

‘o
-

* v

feapital consttuttiqn needs, propose alternative capitsl .

oy

lconstruction funding, and recommend a priority system for future

el

capital construction. This effort shouli be coordinated and

“

~ The’ Alaska Pos;seeondary Edncation Commission in cooperatlon

v +D & s

| with the University of Alaska private snd‘proprietary institutions

should coordinate an effort tu determine a. workable and continuing

1"' o

‘system of facilities inventory and utilization”that csuld bexused

for all pheses of eduqational planning and shsring of facilities

\S [y

. .
f"' ' o, . L] ' .

,funding requests., L o : : f.,’-'rfp;é’:

1 N e e
. . . -

LThat'the’University*of.Alaskn; in cooperation*ﬁith“the Aiaska_-'

E]

Postsecqndary Education Commission propose future campus Sites,

Ve

any limitation on institutional size anticxpated and the minimum

requirements necessary to consider building a new tdmpus.
) i _ o '

- . . % c-

£

b




. CHAPTER 7

o ‘ ! B -
, Proposed Statewide Procedure in. = JERY A
¢+ Preparing the Alaska Master Plan for
<L | - - Postsecondary Education .

Many different procedures and timelines have been followed in th@~
N . \ various states to prepare a. higher education master plan. Severel of

® .
L , them are excellent and some of the best points of each, modified to fit

Alaska's particular situation, have been included in this proposed plan. .‘

N ¥
S ' The procedure will be presented in a stepwise manner beginning with
.‘ "“(:; ' . ) L
A o Commission action to establish a subcommittee to provide direction and
- .

cevaluetion_of each step,of the original master plan and finishing'with
+ ., the mechauiems for periodic r¢view and modification of the original

"‘1 -.' ’ “ 3 Plgn.

-

el - ' As many people as is practically possible should be involved,in ;' oo '{

;"{5. e the formulation of the" plan and representation from diverse areas should
o L be a focus of participation.‘ As Golenny (1971)hyrites: R '
"The insistence throughout that broad participation leads to
good planning should also be interpreted to mean that plans
. become politically acceptable because of such participation,
", . ' A network. of communications channels to the institutions,
o ' to the public, and to political leaders can be established
AT during -formulation stages of the p&én. rIndeed, experience : X
o o seems to indicate that unless this is done the finished plan /(/ﬂhfsx\
- . may never be accepted and/or implemented. It is the planning
® - .process, .the kinds of people involved, and the. leadership ’
g ' provided throughout the planning period that ultimately’
determines whether the plan is understood, is politically
acceptable, and can be implemented as designed" (page 34).

“ r ~ Although plane.oi)thie sort are typically subject to‘much change
5 A | , | < | I
the situation is even more pronounced in Alaska since no master plan

' . ‘&.-‘ .' . " o
for postsecondary education has ever}been done in the state. Many

3 . v R




talented and dedioated.people will participate; frequent cerreotion<and'
revision will occur; clashes of ideology, political.ieterest and

-

) personalities may occur; there will be sooe failures, but hopefully a

lot of success. S : ‘ _ B oy

iﬂtoposed Procedure for Master Planning ’

"~

1. The Alaska Commission on\Postsecondary Education should appoint
| subcommittee of the Commission to guide and ditect the compilatiod

of a master plan for postsecondary education in Alaska.

- ’ . - N - - .

2, That the eharge t0‘this sdbtommittee be to present such a plan, in

: [T . - '-‘ : -‘l . o “ . -
writing, to the Yull ‘Commission for its consideration ome year from

- . . v e
. . .

the date of the subcommittee's appointment.

‘3. That-the planning,‘issuee and procedures ptesented‘hereio 5y the"

L ¢ L]

Commlssﬁbn staff be the starting place for the subcommittee s

subseQuent actiohs oL D e | | e

4.  That the\ﬁtaff's Plan for Planning in Postsecondary Education be
‘ s . o0
rev1ewed by this subcommittee and suggest priorities among the

-

problems and issues to be, resolved, and also suggest relevant goals

. and assumptions to beausedJ‘ These prlorities and.goals may be

‘e

submitted to the entire Commission for review before plennlng

implementation. . . B
5. In identifyiog probiems.eod issuee’to;be dealt with the sub-

committee sheuld try to limit the numEer of issuesﬁto'be.dealt hith.
Wany times, too,ﬁany tontroversial subjects dealt with at once."

; may limit or even negate the possibility of achxeving eny ef the '

| \ o
objectives.‘ ) ) B

<

~

6.  The subodmmgttee,oafter dividing the issues'to'bevtesolvedAQQd

. -
. : .

- ’71




’

3.

9.

.'.‘ X . ": ) k < . Co. : .
" Staff Development, under contract to the Commission,. will provide .

10.

. B - , A S . :
. /\ \ . . ‘ ‘ ) . | .‘\» . . 66
‘ S L
‘

plan'n'ed for into faifiy digerete areas, éhoui&. séieet"tecnniéar -

&dvisory committees in each of the areas consisting of experts‘

-

in the. field interested citizens, legislators énd community

. .
W ,_f/ '

" leaders. Aepecialnemphasie should.be wade to,. eurepresentativeé

. "

of public, private and proprietary edudation partioipate."

T Eaeh technical aovisory committee should be cherged\in writing

‘ wiph bbteining necessary deta-ﬁaking analysis and final reeommende-

"tioms in each erea. A planning period should be defined A five~

P

yeaf period (1980<1985) isheuggested by the staff

|r

Once the subcommittee‘has sglected the priorities, goals an§ issues

> . l . 4

to be dealt wit? prospective candidates for teehnieal adVisory'<’
\)

-committee participation ahould be identified and contacte%\untii '

.each technical aévisory committee has been staffed in numbere and
< . o L.
kind to the satisfaction of the subcommittee. et ' \’

- “a
~

Seminars should be held between the!subcommittee, the Commission -

Starf,hend,the'Center-for Steff_Development'in coo;dinating and
. N o ' o el o _ N o ’ :
‘defining the general.purpose -of the effort and-what should be

. e

expected]from'eaeh,technicel advisory committee. ‘TheLCenter‘for .

- ~
-

‘o

gnidanoe andfleeoership'to eeeh of the_tecﬂnieel advisory oommittees

- in compieting their finel repofﬁs. Ove:all gnxdance and resolution

. ¢ . - ‘ -

of problems should be provided by the CommiSSion scaff eiﬁher

through the Executive Director or the Coor&inator of Planning and

g Research oo | S - - )
/ R - . . .
The Commission, through its staff or subcontracted to the Center for
. #

-

Steff Development should provide informetion, cleri;al serv1ces and

[

.

B N



A

;e 67

publishing services to each technical advisory committee. Hoéever,

na member of the teohnical advisory committees should be paid unless

[

: actiug in a consulcative role.

-

o advisory oommittee should establish its own, tesearch and review

» technicaI advisory committee reports have been submitted

Although guided and aided by the Commission staff eaoh technical

methods,.ane-ysiA and recommendations. Confliot amongktechnieal
advisory committee recoﬁmen&ations is bound(to oocnr from area to

aree.i'This shoold'%ot be forestalled But mediated and resolved

by the CommissiOn subcommit:ee end the Commission staff after all

-~
.,

| The staff and subcommitteeishould make whatever changes it believes

._;necessiry in theiplan end submit'it to the full Comﬂissioh for

'a&op:ion.-

' governi%g board,

-

'ﬁhce the Commission has reviewed,‘emmended and odooted the plan it

'shooia be given wide dissemination to all IEgisléﬁorS, the vaernor,

r
.

- The Commission staff should arrange to provide briefings onvthe"

& :

| rationale and main poincs of the plan to the Governor dnd ;egise

'finel plan._'

‘ areoiin terms of colleetion of data for evaluation should be

@
BT & 5
® .
@ .
,‘Q L
* . .
; - 120
*, h :
I N
@ R
T 14.
‘.' 'A -
L) * 15.
LA
16,
® |
R

provided afrer this wioe‘dissemination should be inecluded in the

B e T Y

A Y

1a;ive leaders.

Y

. 4

'Aﬁy major dissention, disagreement gnd constructive suggestions

Q‘Y M . .‘
- .

ol ¢

Once the original plan has been done, a .continuous review of each .

I3

continued bY't Commission staff as well as the staff of the

; 3
Uoiversity of Alaska systém and appropriate private and proprietary

institutions and the public at large, uyon request.

¢

&



| | S 68

A ‘ : /" A"‘ . ) |

vinstitutional personnel. Formats.ahd'itehs of information should
be standardized and periods of data collectlon specified -

It Eg important to reiterace that onee the mejor first~time effort
in completing the inxtlal master plan is complete, good continuing “\
.rev1ew and evaluation ig essential The staff of the Commlssiqn must work
i clesely with insti}ufional persoqpel‘in the public, private and
” ‘proprietafy areas to ihsureﬂthis oeCuts.. None of the partici ants wane

to" spend all this tlgb,.aﬁéort and money on a statewide master plan only

. - - to have 1t unused and outdated 'a’ few years after its completion.

-
)
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@ B
v Step 1 =~ Need g , : ' ' - - : ~5/-
e ' Examples of ¢ i:‘ie't segsure need: | | R
® ) | ples of criteria to megsure need: , . CQ )
" A 1. Student demend tor the program ‘ ' L ,‘ o ~"‘;
- 2« Current and projected needs for graduates of the program as stated by
- o employers in the state, . region or netion as sppropriate.
® - . - o .
' '{.Step‘th anlizy., - ' C
Examples of criteria to measure quality: L
@ . 'l;} Average length cf'time full-time students complete program requirgments.

T 2. ‘Percentage of students that complete the program ennually

3. Professional examination or. other requirements for employment (percent -
- | of graduates to pass professional examinations and percent of placement
® of graduates in the field). . : , S
. o i ' ) .
:-4. Types and results‘oftaccreditarion review.

o

S.-. Cfiterie,.resulrS'and pleﬁs dn'evaluetion of faculty;

"?‘5. 6. Professional sranding on the basis of any natlcnal rankings of the
' discipline or field | .
S - Step-3 =~ Productivity : o - : - \\\3
: SR I . L p
S - Examples of criteria to measure productivity: = = 3 \
o .. 1. Number of graduates in each of the five'past vears. - 2
1: 2.  Number of students enrolled in the program (entry and drop-out rate).
3. Faculty work load. R
Step 4 - Duplicaridn" g ‘;._
® | | - , | .
' Examples of,criteria'to measure duplication: e » )
. 1. ,Production of graduates from similar programs in the state, region, -
- ’ or nation.
\..". 2. Ecenomics and improgemen:s in quality to be achieved by consclifation

- : and/or discontinuence
, ) ‘ | > -
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Examples of criteria to hmeasure cost:

Step‘s - Cost - . S

bl

1. Maximum costs per pLogram based on:
as Level of program (Professional masters, doctoral) - o

" b Student level

>

c. ,“&ize of‘classes‘aud cost of courses =

ad. Ccst per program graduate

2..' Trends in cost factors of preceding four year period and- projections in

cost factors for next four years. .
{

Step 6 - Prioritf _ | o - ft‘ o

. . ‘ ‘\

| Examples of criteria to measure priority.'“'
P4

1. Determination of new role and mission of an. institution. i "

2. Ranking of*the degree program according to institutional priorities.
N\ P i

Step 7 - Needs Analysis

~ oo

Examples of'criteria'for fnrther‘snalysis:
. Needs analysis ~ ncn—traditional factors such as new learning styles
or new delivery systems. -~

Qualitstive snslysis;

o a. A review of faculty qualificationé and activities.

|
\3. Productivity analysis ~ justification of low productivity program

- b. Thle curriculum (coﬁrses, credits).

(for example, it may be a necessary component of a high productivity -
program) . .

4, Duplication analysis - justification of "necessary duplication.i

i — *

5, Cost analysis - justification of high cost programs on_ basis of benefit

to students, state, indnstry s
6. Priority analysis_- designation of an. institutional responsxbility for

a specific degree program by the executive/Iegislative branches of
government. _ . , : .

iy
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S 723 1
i - A SURVEY or STATE-LEVEL ACADEMIC PROGRAM | .
ai L . : POLICIES AND PRDCEDURES FOR HIGHER EDUCNTION
a % . _ . Robert J. Barak ‘ WA
Ce T -‘{‘ Informatioﬁ Requiféd for Review of New Program N _.' * o  T-;’.
. ) .\ '. . . AL, . . - A . A,
S I. - Degree Level
, II,  Program Déscription
S y &. List curriculum R K .
® - b. Prerequisites :
/ c. Credit « . _ _ | -
d. Method of Instruction o . o - fi"
e. Degree : o - : o
f. Description - \
® III. Purposes and Objectives . ! _ ' %\\ '
~ .3._ Consistency with institutioﬁal plan : _ : L !
| ~b. Consistency with 1nstitutional mission ‘ o R L s
S ~ c. Other ‘ | R B
'Iif . IV. . Need Analysis - o T L e
IR a. In-state meed - . . |
e ., - b. Student demand ' o \
. . c. Manpower opportunity o - e
'; do ] OthEr ) . '4 v -‘l * N ) ‘ . b ‘ .‘\ v
F.; e. Dupl /Coop' e ’\ '
\ . - ) o : - ) .‘.:" [N
(N V. Cost Analysis ; L o ’
' ! - ' ' ' . . v . ' % . ] ¢
a. ﬁDirect costs _ o " :
® b. ZIndirect costs’ | E . \ o
e . c. 'Reallocation ‘ , ;'
s d. Number years of projedted cost, - \ '
o e. Source of funds . : - - o -
. - VI. Resource Analysis ' IR - : I~ -
. B . - 3 . - - '\
a. Related programs ! : : .
b. Facultw/staff - . S .
c¢. Educational . S , _ .
'd. Facilities - - , o . . .
. e.. Administration ' ’ ' ' ' ‘ : ‘
. . u VII. Accreditation ,
.  a. Timetable - o . R
oo - b. Status | | S o !
‘ ' c. Needs r T S ‘ :
. . . . / . &
78 : }ﬁ
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X.

- VIIL.

Evalua;ion_

a. Pre~approvai ,
b. Post approval . .

Statement of Aaiquate Funding

Availability of Adequate Student Aid
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FOLLOW-UP IMPLICATIONS

\ : - : -

' : ’ Based updg all of the cbtained data and'separate analyses of the

\ -

‘«states-and USOE.S needs for a sts@nger state role in improved inSti.,

.

v T tional authorizing and oversight for consumer protection purposes, AIR

e . o
A stsff provided a number ofiiollow—up recommendations.

.{’ o For state agencies themselves, AIR especially noted as’ needed
’L. L improvements: | Sy )

(1) the elimination of non~trivial exemptions from state licensing
o requirements for (a) accredited institutions; (b) institutions
‘that are only indirectly overseen by statd professional licensing
boards  (e.g., barbering schools, cosmetology schools, nursing
- B schools, driver training schools); (c¢) older and well-gstablished .
® T institutions, and (d) institutions shat are organized as non—profit.

(2) ’the addition of , consumer protection provisions to state laws for
‘guthorizing and’ oversight of private degree-granting institutions,
. resulting in greater standardization of licensirg requirements
acnpss ‘the private nondegree and degree-granting sectors,

¢-
P B (3) the deveiopment of procedures that require private and public
B ‘ “ schools. domiciled out-of-state to meet the same licensing
- _ © requirements as private schools domiciled in—state, especially .
‘& : id the degree—granting sector; : | .
‘! o . (4) the. elimination of other major coverage gaps, as identified in

¢

. L relation to the coverage of the ECS Model Legislation, ,
¢ 5 . .
(S)f greater intrastate cooperation among agencies that have conSumer_
i _ .protection responsibilities, especially between the private ,
® - "school licensing agencies and (a) law enforcement and attormey
' ‘general offices, (b) state course approving asencies for the VA,,
and (c¢) private schoql associations; :

D {6) greater interstate c mmunicstions and cooperation among private
school licensing agencies, especially im the degrea-granting

. sector' and .
15\ S K, (7) broader utilization of (a) better enforcement mechanisms to -
i | identify potentially abusive conditioms, policies, and practices
in postsecondary institutions and (b) education programs to N
Y , . enable students to become more effective consumers of education
® ‘ and complain more’ effectively if they engounter abuses.

9 . : . . ' ¢




their laws. and regulations. Further, if updated information becomes avail—v
should also be disseminated. . ' R o ”, o .. v'g} ) R

- and oversight agencies, including those in the nondegree and degree—granting

_sectors, to go over the findings of this study and its implications for . .

i . & R T
In carrying ont snch needed improvements, AIR. staff provided several

specific suggestions that appeared workable based on successful stste' | {_

.

o

experiences. Suggestions were‘provided in the areas of. (1) the political
process; (2) inproved public'reiations; and’(i) use of'potential technicalr. ,; ..
assistance resonrces from outside the state.‘ ;,; . S | A"‘ . )
_ v a : .
For the U. S Office of Education, AIR noted tbe following implications. 7
(1) USOE should disseminate copies of the AIR report including’ its |

‘) .

*

-'Technical Addendum,l to all state agencies that express a desire to strengthen

. .
¢ . €

4
able through later. replications of the state agency sq"ey, this information
/'

o -
R

(2) DEAE. should convene a workshop for staﬁf of all state authoriaing

state.agenCies., If possibles this workshop should be co~sponsered by EC$

and should include the participation of representatives of other national ; ; R v

forganizations concerned wirh improving the state: licensing function.f Possible

o | . ‘
topics to be discussed are suggested under staff development in point (6)
\ B .
Serious consideration should be given ‘to making this workshop an annual .

4 ‘. . . . ’ ‘
- ) ) ’ . ‘. ‘ ) . . - e \ )

event. - ; : _ o - \ . )

| : ¢ e , '
. S 3 1 ’ i co /' ) ! ‘ - . .
(3) USOE should begin to formulate an offickl policy statement encour- .-

. . : : < ' L .
aging all states to enact and enforce state authorizing and oversight standards

. * »
“ . . ' ’
. . , -

-~ ) L}

: ‘ ~‘¢‘
. B
. 4
T P; . [ . -
. : . N N .
. ) > C . . .

This Technical Addendum contains: . (1) the names, addresses, and phone ) 4
numbers of all state licensing/governing agencies contacted in the '
study; (2) summdries of almost 200 critical ,incidents provided. by
state.officials illustrating particularly successful efforts to prevent .

or correct institutional abuses; and (3) summaries of the data obtained

during interviews with state agency offic1als, arranged according to.

the type of agency. S
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S that meet or ‘exceed minimum consumer protection Standards._ The midimum
© e - - . ¢ <

v ) ~ \

g ; rlstandards should.be based on the ECS Wodel State Legisletion, with pro-

- visions added in areas where the model Ié@islation has no coverage.
[ 'Y . ‘ . . ’ i . . " .

- L (%) USOE shouldkstrongiy consider draftihg‘and asking Coogress to -

)

mrfAf ‘ .‘_ passean amendeent\to the General Provisions section of Title v of the
.-F"n“i Higber Education Aet af 1965 providing federal funds for states that have

: o enacte& steeoards more extensive thao-the ECS Medel Legmelation. The )
o S amendmex‘it,t yhich woulé be Slmilar to Title X of the now—expired National
‘! o | DefenSe*Education,Act of 1958 2 would proﬂide state agencies with matching

lhi};fpr_ funds to be‘psed in gatherﬂng obgective, on-site dita on the consumer pro~ ;: ‘
- R ‘ » . .
? :-_ - tection policies, practices and conditions of institutions that applied for
t‘!'(t;Jn" eligibility tor federal.assistance programs. Determination of which states

: “ haye eet or exceeded minimum standaﬁgs could be done annually by the Com- ‘

;‘ " missroner V1a a- small ad hoe’ adV1sory panel, as was done successfully under !

o~
section 435(c)(C) of the Higher Education Act of.1965 18 states were identified
wﬁose licenSing decisions were accepted. in place of accreditation, to estab-

o ?‘.;‘° llsh eligibility of proprietary schég?s
e .
| to tﬁe orxgination of the national propri

- 5 ~

\vi-‘;ﬁ‘ﬂ -(5) USOE should establish and maintain a "state licensrng agency liaison

Lt : A ¥

o1 guarantEe&'stud ttloans,prior'
3 - .
RYY. school 3§cred ting bodies.o

i.'. '_' cgnter apd clearinghouse il . A major function of this center would be (l) the.4
o B frequent collectibn of information about publicly—available state licensxng

LY ' ¥

agengy actions, especially adverse actions with regard to schools, programs

- -

school operators, and agents, and (2) the dissemination of this information

to state licensrng agencies in all other states. Information that is not -
Y e - " ot ‘. ,‘ ' ' - . ) o;;'.‘

.. v : B ‘ ’ - -~ ' ‘ T .
* @ 'I’his tit‘l-e provtded 50% matching funde to state education agencies
R for developing and improving state education data collectioq pro-
o T cedures and statistic ervices 2
: ¢ - . .
N . . .,g . . ’ :k - _ . " PR L) -
‘.,“ ‘lh_. ' - * ' ) . [ ' ’ . ‘

1 ) - .
. N p ’ ' - . * !
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,anailable to the public, such as on-going investigations, informal actions

and temporary restrictions, or rumors, would.not be collected or dis-

e | :
. seminated. Various disseminatxon mechanisms should be considered i
including a newsletter, a WAIS line, mallgrams, etc. Ihese could alsp'be
. . .o — ; _ ‘ .
”, ~a topic for the annual workshop. S .
® | | | o I

Because the center would also provide liaison with state ageneies ,
S o regarding the federal eligibility system, it could‘disseminate important -

"""' - new information on topics of interest to the states. It‘could also serve
@ e

as the locus in USOE for plannlng and carrylng out the staff development
activmties to be dlscussed in the next p01nt.

‘. _ ‘ (6) USOE should contract for the services of an organization of
national tepntation to plan and carry out a continuing ptogram;of‘staff'

development activities for state licensing agency perSonnel These activs

ities might overlap with\training activigies carried out during the annual

workshop, but they iould be more extensive, based on detailed "needs asse -

- "l smentsroand prov1d1ng for special tailored regional or even stateW1deSb}
v . # : .
‘® S workshops. %ajor topics wouldvpe lxkely to include' (38) better procedurés

for licensing schools/progtams/agents; (2) strategies for passing stronger

T e

~

~laws and regulatiens; (3) strategies for obtaining 1ncreased enforcement

t" v resources; and (A) more effective over31ght of interstate educational ~
= ' ' . - M ‘.‘ Al
" opefatioms. S ‘ : '\ | S
_ ) ' 4 : o , ‘ 1
. ' . ‘ R N . . ' ’ \ .
(7) USOE should consider making more extensive use of the data col-

$ L]

-~

® lected durlng this study. Even thbuéﬁ AIR pertdrmed'numerous analyses,“
f’l these only scratched the surface of the analyses that mlghﬁ be pettorned '
Lo C Examples of possibly—useful secondary data analyses could be contributed
i.: t '; by State agency staff at the wprkshop dlscussed ;n point (2) | As an eXample;v

*

e “. » 1t would-be instrugtive to use the state survey "data to’ credte "inﬂlcators

4

¢ . L R o “". <
e . .




S o -
of - oversight practices that could be correlated with the number of agency

- "~ actions or possible effectiveness ratings by a panel of experts. Pro—~l ' .
. » T '\“
e mising indicators could then be used by state agency personnel to 1nterna1-

’

ly gauge their own effectiveness against these’ variables ‘and taka steps- to

«

'. ' . improve t.heir practices. The s‘urvey data,now e:tist on c‘omp'uter. tapes_ ‘,L" - -
e r - T . S . ‘ . -
. | :-which could be :ade'available to other‘researchers atnverx low cost{ Y '
For another eaample,—the state law/regulation coverage areas that _ -
" received "++" ratings in comparison to_ the ECS. Model. Legislation oould be A

® v
| extracted to create a ”Composite State Regulatioﬁ", based on th Model ,-’; , ) .
. \ \ . o . '
- e ‘Legislation but containing much more depth._ Because it would e'basea'onn --
. - ) B N ¢ [
® .recent sources, this composite regulation would also be more up-to-date L -
than the 1973 Model Legislation, which 1s obsolete in a few of its provisions.
: For a final example, it would be-instructivi to correlate daga on "‘ oL | 1.
c"- +* cdverage and "ef iveness" of state laws/regulations with other data from '
. . ‘ g ‘.
'-federa& sources (e.g., DEAE, the Bureau of Student Financial Assistance) )
? regarding ‘the existence of potential 1qstitutional abusss i1 the federal . S oot
A ) y . . ST \.u
® st@dent assistgnce programs (e.g:, loan default rates, student complaints,' e S
fra'd.cases,'etc.). The demonstratioﬁ of g telationship would}§trengthen . :
‘ ‘ * ) . Loy
‘ -
- the ionale for furthef federal interest in improv1ng state authorizing
® " and ov_ersight of postsecondary educatuonal 1nstitut1ons. : . . LS
. ’ . CN 3 . - - ? / - . | ‘
1 ' ¢ ) ’ \ \Q ) |
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1. rwraonucwron N A R

- & central clearinghouse . of informatton about existing éduoetional/qccupa—

- tional information and advisement services as well as,provide suppiemental_

‘% - . L .
.. . .

A PROPOSAL FOR AN EDUCATION INFORMATION NETWORK IN ALASKA

. -

o e
Alaska s goel in providing postsecondary educationaL/occupatienal

A
N

' iuformetion to\the State's urban end rural populations is to expand

-

| e
existing channels of releted énformation into a coordinsted statewide. .
v : . -

information network in or&ér to Ibtter serve ali ﬁlaskans. ?o meet that

. goal, the Alaska Commission on Postsecondary Edueation wills - (1), establish

V2

\& . ’ ¢ ) L

.
—

1

” ‘postseconéaryfedocetion informatfon for which there‘is an identified need;

ot O

N

. .and 22) develop a coordiﬁated-network for -the stetewide delivery of

. N o - -

ednfﬁiional/occupetional information and advzsement. The Commission's ’
primary concern is to reach underserved populations particularly in those

‘

turai'areas witt/festrieted aocess o info’mation and guidance regarding

LY

&
‘ eddﬁatiou end training opPOrtunities. Due to a wide variety of cultural

~ - e - . & .

A Y

and_ geographical settings, Alaska is in a unique pos1tion to serve as a
testing ground for numerous;information delivery methods.' .

4y .

II. PROJECT osrtcrzvrs : B : -

‘ § -
, The Commission qﬂll identify and gather information about existlng~

_Jeducational inforﬁation services assuting that all information will be

made availab \iﬁ\a useable‘format to those institutions, agencid®, or-

+

. persons currently}éupplying 3 portion of the services identified The

:obJeetfve here is to make current inﬁormation providere~ewere of all existing

i . - .

" education ig%ormation services in the State to which-the} could_tefer'clients

in cases where the client requires services that they are not abie,to provide.

. - . ‘ . ““ﬂ
). G e &



4
.treatment ;:;ker, a community health aide, a library, etc Once a resource

82

H
.

The problem in Alaska, therefore, is not the lack of educational/occupa= .

tional information an&‘advisement mechanisms, but the lack of knowledge

about what services actually,eXist. While the identification and collectian
‘Of information about exipting'serVices is still a neceseary first step, it
~has already been initiated with the preliminary, identification of over -

_ 50 programs p:dvidlng educationcl or occupa;ional inﬁprmation, referrafr .;lﬁ

and adv;sement in Alaska d . ¥

The delivery of. inﬁbrmation about‘auch programs in a format accessible

to all interebted Alaskans will be the Commibsion g mein focus of attention.

& I3 ) 4 ' nme -

_In order to bulld on the experience and expertise of existing efforts, yetg'

.~reach those persons not currently served in the rural areas,‘the Commissxon

) f !

owill 1dent1fy those entities (indlviduals, positions, Or programs) that

presently exist in each locale to whom potential clie&ts already go for

general advice'and guidance Depending upon the community, such a‘’ resource
L

mlght be a clergvman, principle teacher, the Chamber of Commerce, an alcohol

SN

-

| person. or program and contact person have-been 1dentified the most appropriete

S *
1nformation dellvery vehicle can be chosen to bast qypply that community re-

 }

source and in turn, the general public, with information in a useable, efﬁicient

- format. Agaln, due to a wide variety of geographical and cnltural settings

'with rural communitles ranglng A, population from 25 8 l?~000 Alaska should

prove to be an excellent pilotAstate for assesslng the varioqs means of'pro~

'viding,educationa}/occnpational infoxmation and advisement.

III. PROJECT .IMPLEMENTATION =  » . " o

) ' , o ‘;!
Within a twenty-four month period, three areas or plans of .action,will
. ' o e : ‘

be implemented: (1) infor&ation'collection; (2) identiﬁication‘of info tion”-

.\
¢

recipients; and '(3) providing-a network of delivery methods which promoté -

0 :&\
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reasonable clxent access to services. Informision dissepination and an

)
“‘) .
. -§
R
&
.\\\\

1.

2.

o,

year of the'yr03ect period. - . C - R

nn-going eseessment of delivery methods will be’instigated.during the first

»

!

-

Information Collection . |

a. identify existing services : e

b. define the functions of each entity which‘prOV1des those
services .

c. survey existing services for "gaps' in the information they

d..
\

“a.

5.

-

Informat!on delivery methods to be tested
_al

bl

+ .

.are able to provide clients (either directly or through
referral) :

develop gdditional information for which client need has ‘been
identified. (This will be an on-going process.)}

'Identification'of potential information recipients
, identify existing sérvice providers

contact local.residents and service agencies for persons
or- programs most often consulted by potential cliemts )}
within each community not .currently served.

provide Tor the dissemination of-a printed resource/referral
directory to resource persons and service provxders {to be '
written and updated by the Commissia.) :
‘establish circuit ridiing counseling on a reglonal basis.
(Referrals would come from the Adentified community resource
person or service.)"

establish a telephone "hotline" to the Commission for directJ

“'referral and information dissemination in coordination with

the Governor's: Otfice of Telecommunications

.- . make use of the 100 small earth statioms, 26 a&d-route earth

3stations, and other projects under the auspices.of the‘ Gov~-
ernor's Office of ‘Telecommunications currently connecting {
over 100 rural locagions by satellite. . R
link up with existing*cbmputer refe al service cerrently
soperating in' one of the larger rura locatxons and in one

of the smaller urban ‘areas. (The project referred to here
is the Governor's Office Divisien of Policy Development and -
Planning "Multiple Resource Planning and Service Delivery
Projeet” in Bethel and Fairbanks.) S

contract with the Department of Education to expand the lo-

‘calization and dissemination of the Oregon-Career Information

System currently being tested in the State
enter contractual arrangement with any of the five Dgpartment of
Education .resource celters areund the State to provide infor-- *

- mation and advisemenc services to-all cammunitles within

their region SN ’

contract with exig‘ing 1nformation or service prov1ders
{individuals, institutions, or agencies) to expand current
services to areas of the State not curcently served (e.g.,

. SOTICC, Adult Basic Education, rural libraries) v -,
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i. advertise and employ other public awareness teo&» es to ,
. facilitate direct client actess to telepho printed PR -
information and reﬁerral services availahle from the Commission o 3

‘,

‘-;‘ ‘ IV. PROJECT EVALUATION ' s ¥ . - . .
Each of the above'delivery metnods will be implementeﬁ‘at a specific

Y . location Wlthlnliﬁé State as appropriate to the geographical and cultural ‘ -?gg
A .

A

setting The choice of which deliverv method is WOST apprOpriete to a : )

_pparticular-region or community will be made by the Commissxon in consultation B

-~ . e
|
1

‘.' . " with an exzsting local advisory body, potential users of the service(s) to

be\provided and existing service providers in order to determine the i

N . o . ~
4

transferability of services from.on‘ locale to another, and to asseSS'tEe
- : potential for the-successful expansion of such‘services Within two months !
o -
_after 1mprementation,’two methods of evaluation will.be employed.

First, in order to determine which types of resource persons or

"_‘  service providers are utilized most often by clients,ieach resource individ- - i
N LK | AR - . - o o ‘ o
ual, institution, or agency including the Commission will be surveyed } . .

regarding the number of persons utilizing the service, the type of clientele
®. : and any,information requested;ggiég’could not be provided Sécond a random
sample of clients for each type of information &issemination method tested

-

) Will be questioned as to ‘their reaction to and impression of the service . o

- X
"ﬂ provxded. Client follow~up will he incorporated into the evaluation plan
for .agd tional ass essment of project strengths and weaknesses.q
‘ fThe results will&be to eliminate, or change unsuccessful or inappro-
. : ' pridte delivery methods and allow ‘for the expansion of succe‘ssful efforts‘

(and_the‘testing of new methods) for -improved statewide access to education _‘

-

- informatian services. | ‘ | . ' '.;

1 ' L =
. ¥ |
) o SUQ- ' _—
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VI. STATE COMMITTMENT | '

85"

i

V. PROJECT STAFF

The Programs Co&rdinat&f for the Alaska Commission on Postsecondary.
- . {‘ . .

E&ﬁéation, Jane Byers'Mayuar55 will'serﬁg as Project Coordinator in the

establishment of,én'eddcation information network in Alaska. This person

) A

is ‘also responsible for the{administration-of-thg‘State's participation in
the Title IV-A, HEA program for Educational Information Centgrs. Title

IV-A funds and matching State funds will be used in part to establish
. Y . : - ‘ o ) L .
contractual arrangements with existing educational information services
in the.State'for‘yﬁe expansion of services as'outlinédﬁundef ?ioject

Implimentatibﬁ. Staffs of existing services will be involved in the

planning, implementation, and'bperétiohal phéses of'providing a network

’of'iﬁformatibﬁ deiivery methods in Alaska. In addition, as indicated undbr-

- -’

Project Evaluation, local advisory bodies and potential clientele will be

.

consulted to insure that the most appropriate delivery‘service is chosen

for eaéh_location._ Fihally,,the Cdmmission‘preéehtly 6§ersees the activit#es

 of the State's Center for Staff Development, and it is conceivable that the

Commission could contract with th® Center % provide trdining for newly

identNfied resource persons to provide.infcrmation'énd'advisemént‘fcr the

L]

‘undersérved rural pdpulétion. y o .o J/

‘ . . : _ L .
The State of Alaska .has peen,actively moving in the direction of a
coordinated Statewide inforgétion system over .the last five years. The

¢

impetus for this movement was the establishment of the Governor's Office

of Telecommunications in early 1973.

V . . -
Telecowmuni%ations technology has linked together vast®areas of the
e
4

-

'State,fmaking tefephone service, satellite television, radio broadcasts, . °

»

and teletype omputer terminals a reality in remote communities. In



»
o
m.
.
Y
o

additioe, teleeommonications altetneé&ves'ete;eortently being explored for
the reeiizetion'of.a satelliteeoaeee'educatiooalvdelivery Syetem. Alaska
"is in the unique position of_setting‘ioternatiooel-oreceoents'for.g
statewioe‘networkefullyutilizing all aepeotsrqf telecoomunicetions?nl -
Additional evidence of,State'committment can be.foond in‘the funding

L

of several programs in a variety of State agencies, all of which directly .

relate to the Pcstsecondary Commission s goal of buildiné upon'existingg o 2

information services. For example, the Governor s foice Division of

' Policy Development. and Planning is pllot testing a_'"Miltiple Resource

-

Plapnlng‘and Service Delivety projeet. This is an iuﬁetdepartmental

effort which coordinates human service delivery for four State departments:

AEgucetign, Comﬁonity-and Regional Affairs, Health and Social Services, and

s
.-

Labor. A second pfoject, funded by the“Governor's Maopower Services

-

Council, will enable the Department of Education to field test an Alaska

Career Information System (based on. Oregon s system) This demonstration &
L ]

project is-scheduled to begin within the next few months, and cohtaEt ha;\\

been initiated for the eventual cooperation between the Postsecondary Com~

.

mission, and the Department of Education is provxding localized post.econdaty

1nfgkmation via t%e career infor@ation system.“ Many other programs, pf

course, such as Vocational_Education,,SOICC, and Alaska's Community Service

and Continuing Education program, are ¢ommitted to providing ser#ices,to

L]

meet the public's education/occupational information and advisement needs.

The Alaska Commission on Postsecofidary Education intends to make such

services wvisible and accessible to all citizens in the State.

4

1 - \ , |,
Alaska Offlce of Telecommunlcatlons Educational Telecommunications

Alternatives for Alaska, Janua 30, 1976.
N
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- U. Alaska,

EED

, PRELIMINARY IDENTIFICATION OF
STATE CONTACTS/CURRENT EFFORTS
IN PROVIDING SERVICES OUTLINED IN EIC LEGISLATION

Infdrmation and talent search services for persons with cultur;i

financial barrlers

Agency
Dept. of Education
Dept. of Education

. Dept. of Education

U. Alaska,
U. Alaska,

Anchorage
Anchorage
Anchorage
U. Alaska, Fairbanks

U. Alaska,
U. Alaska,

» Fairbanks
Fairbanks

- Alaska Federation of

Natives-
Alaska Federation of
Natives

Pblicy Development

. and Plapning _

Fairbanks Native Assoc.

Alaska Native |
Foundation

Pregram .

‘Vocational Rehabilitation’
Adult Basic Education

Talent Bank Setvice

- Adult Literacy Lab.

Student Services’

Edycational Opportunities Center
Cross~Cultural Education o

Development

S0S-Special Services (TR1O)

Upward .Bound (TR10)
Upward Bound (TR10)

Taleht'Search

Minority and Female Talent

Bank

Multiple Resource Plenning

Project
Counseling Program

Ak. Native Human Resources
Development Program

Non-profit Native Regional Corporatiodns

Kuskokwim Community
‘College

~

Village OutYeach Program

and éntrance requiremgnts: : ~
Agencg Program

" Dept. of Education"

Dept. of Education
Dept. of Education
Eept. of Education

Dept. of Education
Dept. of Education

Dept. of Education

Dept. of Education

Postsecondary
Commission * -

Postgecondary
Commission

Postsecondary

- Commission

Dept. of Commerce &
Economic Development

" F" Q

- Vocational Rehabilitation
Adult Basic Education
Public Information Program
Career Information System Project
Voc. Ed. Regional Councils :
Adult and Continuing Education
Regional Resource Cenjers

State Library Network

Directoxry of Pcsteecondary

Institutions *
Veterans Programs

Center for Staff Develop

" Occupational Licensihg

- Mike Morgan

87 RPN

x

Contact
Clark Jones
Coordinator
Donna McAlpine
Pat Reeves

Pat Reeves
Mike Gaffney

Frank White
Richard, Gumm

William Wood .

Alan Rider

\
1

Governodr's Office
Marcia Fteer"

John Filip v
Bill Hawv .

Education Coordinators
Fred Bigiim

-

"Information and referral re postsecondery education and training programs

Contact
Mike Morgan-
Clark Jones
Harry Gamble
Gary FuMer -
Glen Erickson

* Gerald Hiley

5 Directors _
Margaret Liebowitz
Jane Maynard

' James Beima

Ron Daugherty

Sharon Andre&_



- Alaska Skill Center )
‘Hutchison Adult Career Development Center .

B -
A
‘

University of Alaska . Rural Educational Affairs

University of Alaska Educational Opportunities Center -

All existing on-campus Counseling Programs
High School Counseling Offices- :
Industrial Training Programs

- Labor Union Apprenticeship Prograﬂs
~ R ,

e, -
¢ -

88" .

N

Extension ‘Center Director

Pat Reeves

Information and referral re availaBle financial assistance and application .

'prcceduras. R
Agencv ' : Prbgram :
Alaska Federation cf . Health Career Guide
“Natives ‘
Non—proflt Native Regional Corporations S :
Bureau of . Indian,&ffairs Scholarship Program o0
~.Alaska Native Brotherhood Scholarship Program .
U. Alaska, Anchorage Educational Opportunlties Center
U. Alaska, Anchorage . ‘' Student Services .
Dept. of Educatiom State Library ,
Dept. of Education _ Vocational Rehabilitation

Postsecondary Commission Student Loan Program

Postsagondary Commission United Student Aid FundfGSL/

BREOG

'Postsecondary'Commission WICHE Programs

Postsecondary Commission Veterans Programs has
All on-campus Counseling Programs ° '

High School Counseling Offices

All Institutional Offices of Financial Aid .
Banks , " -

.
¢ L. . - .-
.

f

programs:
“‘M__“‘ ' ) ) . ‘ B . e
Agenc .-

Program o .

Indian Action Prégrém T e B .
Anchorage School of Barbering: '
Welding Institute of Alaska

Alaska Bysiness College

o
o ~
@
: BIA o - Employment-Services .
'® Alaska Federation : '«Regionalyccrpqiﬁtions o
- of Natives , , ) C-
' . Wlaska Federation Health Career Development
o of Nardves ULl L . - :
. Dept. of Labor ' " CETA Regional Training Programs
. ' Dept. of Labor - Employment Security - T
8. - Dept. of Labor . ‘Employment Servicea
. Dept. of Labor/ soIcC -
- Dept: of Ed.
Dept. of Education Career Informatiopn System
- ' Project

‘ Dept. ‘Public Safety ‘Training Academy - gl

L 94
a7

L] ¢ N

Mxry Susook

:Educatdou Coordinators

BIA Counseilors
Herb Hope
Pat Reeves

~

" Pat Reeves

Margaret Liebowitz
Mike Morgan .
Mary Ann Isturis-
Mary Ann Isturis

Janc‘Maynard
‘James Beima

. .

. @

Information and referral re job placement ‘vocational education. and tralning

\55455ntact

i Robert Booher

Robert Bercell
James Segura
Manual ﬁorat

_ Rick Schneider _

Bettye Smith ¢

sMichal Korhoneq“

- Counselors

Career Education
Coordinators

Mary Susook -

Coordinators
David Gale
Couégelors
Glen Erickson

Gary Fuller

-

o



" Paliqy

™

Dept. of Education

’ Dept. cf Education o

'

Postsecondary Ccmmission

Dept. of Commerce and.
Economic Development

Dept. of Community and

- Regicnal Affairs -

Governor's Office"
Development &
" Planning -

u., Alaska Anchorage

U;'Alasks, Coqperativé
Extension .
U. Alaska, Anchorage

"U. Alaska
." College Work Study Programs Sl
" High School’ Gounsellgg Officess'
Labor Unions- and Private Firms -

Ccmpetencyfb;éédi}éarniﬁg qpportﬁhitieSvaqd;tgsting:

Agencz
Dept. of Educatxon

Dept.. of Education

-~

Vbca'ionél Rehabilitation

Rur Student Vocational
Program '

Veterans OJT - #
. Veterans Affairs

LocaI chernment T:aining

Manpower.Services Counoil
-Multiple Resoutce Project

Educaticnal Dpportunlties

Center

Lecal Government Training _

_Rural Edch:ianal Affairs
' M;litary B

e Programs

Pro ram

~Adult Bagic’ Education ‘\
“Teacher Certification

-James Mactheﬁs.

' Contadr . ;
" flark Jones?" T
. Jean Jeffers =

89 o
Mike Morgan
Jane Hoffat

James Beima
Jagk Tinsley

) "‘ A

' Palmer McCarter .

h

Lois Lind
Marcia Fregr._.‘

Pat* Reeves -

;

Sam Rogers . - »
Education Directors :

nt
s
- ia

Guidange and éounséling-inicducationél/occupational opportunities

Dept. of Educdtion

_ . Correspondence Study .
U. Alaska, Fairbadks -. :

Correspondence Study

. Wanda“ Cooksey .,
Carla Roberts

' . . . . . .
. . s B :
* 1 - . . .
t : - » . 4
" - . . N . « I3

- 3 .
- . . . -

_Agency

- .Program = . - L e
pt. of Education Vocatienal.Rehabilitatlon Mike Mirgan
Dept. of Educatdion Career Information System ’ . Gary Fuller v
s e ak ‘ P‘:Oject . ‘ _ ‘4‘ . , . o ot
Dept. of Labor Employment Security ' "David Gale
" Dept: of Labor- Emplo?ment Servxces e Counselors
Dept. of Labpr- SQICC : : Glen Erickson
Qept. of Commerce and Veterans Affairs Jack Tlnsley
b Economic .Development- . ' '

U Alaska, Anchorage ) Educational Oﬁportunitiés Pat Reeves

: : , - Center S}f’e)

: BIA : . Employment Assistance Offices Office tors -
- AFN . T e Regional CorpqQrations ‘ -~

All on-campus counseling programs ~ . , o -i-. 7

High School Counseling Offlces L : ' S )

Labor\Unions / ' L : ‘

N * ¢
b : Y - ’

P
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C 7. Remgdialf:uéotial éervicesr t :

et ®_
¥ .

: Agencg
-' ~ . Dépt. of Education
' ) . Alaska, Anchorage

t

. Program g
Adult Basic Educatio

Adult Literacy Lab

* {U. Alaska, Anchorage ' -  Student-Services ..
, 'JU. Alaska, Fairbanks Student Orientation Services
. Friendship Literacy Schoad | o : '
- Literacy Council of Alaska T
— ' Alaska Bar Review/B.AR., Inc. '
Y
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Contact
Clark Jones
-anna‘McAlpine
Pat Reeves
Frank Whité

Virginia Back =

‘Roselynn Cacy, *
Kenneth Jacobus
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L. . COMMUNITY COLLEGE FOUNDATION

s

P . Sectdiom-1. -Comnunlty College Foundation Account. * (a) There—éa\*\\é_ e

created the cqQummunity collége ffundation account. The account consists of

L '{ | apptopriations'for distribution to conmnnityfcolleges:in accordance with -
» ~ the provisions of this#chagter.' ) L R o
v (b)) The*gundsgof‘thls account may be used only for operating expenses-

A“j 'fof publicﬁcommnnity.célleges., o | _ f' | i T
T e ‘l Secgion 2 ~State Funds. (a)* The amount-of‘state funds for'whichfe

ST N N ~

" commnnity college may qualify is calculated by multlplying the number of

! ) ’ &

'." f o academic. vocational, and community service instructionel units, for which

the institution is eligible, by the established instructional unit costs,§
Ve
with adjustments made for enrollment levels an& geographic cost aifferentisls.
N

*

7‘: A The sum of these three ptoducts is the total for which the conmum.ty college '
| L4 A ., . . ” ) - ‘ g o . ‘ ’ o
qualifies. - _ : .

R ¢ If the totel funding for which an institution is eligible decreases

.
1

& e by rp pergent or more from one year to the nextﬂ excapt for institutional

-

P
e g

- K closure, the community college may use the lest year before the réﬁnction

-

3s a base year and offset its reductlon according to the following schedule: - °-

'y S ‘(l) * for the first year after the Base year, tne college is entitled to ?5 per~
. : ;’(‘ R " 'Y R -
Eent of the digﬁerence between the basg year fnnding and the calculsted funding
.“-‘"‘ (I & . __~ _’n
SN R level far the fit/t year after the base year; - for the second year sfter the g

K .- . L]
T . ¢ ¢t

i‘ﬁ ’ - base yeer, the college is~entitled to SO Percent of the difference between the -

v

bese year fnnding and the calculated funding level ‘for the second year, for

) e the third year after the base year, the college is entitled to 25 percent of
‘|fj" ’ ._the diffe{ence between the base year funding and the calculaéed funding level
| . I
e, fot-the third.year.-‘The schedule is applicable within those three years fol-

lowing the base year only as long as the calculated funding leyel.remains .
. R ! - - N N . 0 -

. ot
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below the base yeer 1evel.

_section, changes to the baQEc‘

ol

93

' In computation of eligibility under this sub- f

instructional unit rates shall be factcred

cut, however, far determination of actual funding levels, duch changes ig

‘rate shall be-included:

Section 3

-

.

-

Instructional Units.

Co
e, e S

unlts within each community cellege is the ‘sum of

‘(l)? the number of academic instructional units as determined by -
) Section i of this chapter, '
(2) ‘the number of vocational instructional units as determined by
Section 5 of this chapter, agd : o
- .A
(3) the number of community service 1nstnuctional units as determined ..
' : by Section 5 of this chapter ' : )
Section ‘4. -Table of Instructional'UnitﬂFactOrs. N(a}'GeograpHic fdctors:
| v | S
o »+ . Institution Factor
Anchorage Community College . 1 000 -
+~ -Juneau~Douglas Community College, - ©1.002
‘Kenai Peninsula Commanity College - 1.096
Ketchikan® Community Collége ' - 1.010
Kodiak Community College . . 1.126
- Kuskokwim Community College * 1.550
+ Matanuska-Susitna Community~College 1.040
Northwest Community College . *1.675
. - Sitka Community College ‘ ~ 1.042 = =
- Tanana Valley Community Coliege 1.126
el 9 _ R [ E " v
AR (b) Enrollment level. factors: -

—

R

<«

.

§gg;ént Credit Hours

. Produced

First 1,000
Second 1,000
Next 2,000 .
Over 4,000

- L

4

: Academic and Vocatioual

Factors

(57 The total number of instfhctional

'

- -
- e BR S aa "\c

.

' /Coﬁmunity Servige
* Factors

.02500/5CH, (EpD

.01333/SCH (E)-
~..01167/SCH (E3)
'.OIQOO/SCH (E4)

\

A

&

~

99

.01000/SCH (Es)

.01000/SCH (Eg) -

.Q1000/SCH. (E;)
.01000/SCH (Eg)

“»

‘_‘

¥
}

%
Y

v M
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‘SeCtion 3. Instructionel Unit Allotment. (a) Academic instruttionel‘ |

following\basis

$

)

' ' - GZE;_, where I.“7 = total v‘ocati-onel‘ instructional units,
G = geographic factor, and E{ = enrollment factors (i = 1- 4)

, allctments will be calculated on ‘the following basis o . . ‘ ,lfn,.f ¥
. ‘ _- GEIEi. where Ig = totsl academic instructional units, ‘ o a
G - geographic factor, and E = enrollment level foctors (L = l~4) . e /d

'(c) Community service instructional allotments will be calculateﬂ on

the following basis.v

oy

Ics = GiZEi, where Ics = total community service instructional

_Snits, G = geographic factor, and Ei - enrollment factors (i = 5-8),

Section 6. BaSe InstructionalfUnit Costs.

e

'

(a) Theubase instrqctional

unit costs for fiscal year beginning July 1, 1978 and ending June 30, 1979 are:

scademic instructional unit ‘cost
.vocational 1nstructional unit cost
community service instructional unit cost .

1]

Secton 7. 'Supplementel Programs:. (a) In

'(b)' Requests for supplementalufundingcor supplemental”program funding
shall he submitésd d?ring‘the establisngﬁ budget

Arecommendetions and approval,

(R

addition to the amounts

.authorized to be paid community .colleges under this chapter, supplemental'

funding requests or request for funding supplementél programs may be submitted,

~+ Section 8.' Instructional Program Review.} The’ determination of the.

. classification of courses and programs as being e

or community service will be made by the board h
' ¥

clessificatio; must be reviewed by the Alaska Commission on Postsecondary

. s
S ‘100

.

ither academic, vocational,

lowever, classificetion de~
[

' fininion and edditions to existing programs and~courses within 4 particular

:



' Lt T es
. }v' | ‘ , . . : | | o | - .;. .f ,
" ‘ Educstfbn. The commission will forward the results of ité review,'alongu

. with,appropriate recommendations. to the Legislature and Governork as well '
"’ A.‘ _ . . . ‘ C ,\ "‘ ) -'
) ° as to therhgerd. : e ‘ . el , e

: . / .. ~ ) . . L
\ «w-,) ,:-..a'L-».._.Nm- R, ! e " N S EE _ g . ' ' . . e
~ SR Section 9 Definitions. In this chapter, unless the context otherwise

N requires R : € e ' -

‘ (1) academic instructional unit" .meansg the aggregate of all direct
and indirect‘servxces necessary to provide a standard level of instruction ’

- in an acafiemic or transfer commnnity college course or program;
- | ~a). , "direct services" include, but are not limited to, supplyipg
‘ instructional services, reference materials, and certain student and ¢
i’ . instructor supplies'
. b). '"indirect services" afé those auxiliary or supporting services
- that complement direct services and include, but are not limited to,’
. * administration, academic support,.library services, institutional
« .+ . support services, and student services; :
, : c). '"direct and indirect services" do not include community service
i’ i?structxon, capital outlay, research centers, or debt service.

.
S

(2)' ”board" means the Board of Regents of the University of Alaska;

¢ (3) commission means the Alaska Commissipn on. Postsecondary Educatlon,
. L ' R . . k) ”

"' (&) communlty-serV1ce‘ins:ruc;ional'unit. means the aggrega:e of all

indirect services necessary to provide a standard-level of instruction in a

‘community service commucity college course, workshop, seminar, or prograns)

i : (5 Myocational iﬁstructional unit' desns the aggregate of all direct

| - and indirect services necessary to provide a standard level of instructiou in
" . a career or vocational co unity ¢ollege course or program. -
, " ‘
- \ .
. . o X
o L . ,
S R '
- o =
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| INSTRUCT IONAL AND LIBRARY SPACE
< o L L - A - | ‘4,
, b . -
Instructional and Library Space is the sum of all rooms which

"cerry both a program designation of 1.0 Instructlon, 4.1 Library, or

S JS 1 Hnaasisnedwaapabiewoi Uee;-and oog*eiw@he~roqm use,podes ldisted. . e i

below, with the exceptions that offlce space be‘omitted from program 8.
‘and all space with category codes 12QD~-Health Professions ‘and 2300—-Theology,

be excluded from the sum: —a
10 Classroom S ; 410 Study Room
115 Classroom Service . 420 Stack: : '
A ‘ \ S ' 430 Open Stack Reading Room )
‘ 210 Class Laboratory = - o - 440 Library Processing Room -
.. 215 Class Laboratory Service 455 Study Facilities = -
‘220' Speeiel Class Laboratory = -~ - 510 Armory Fecilities o _
- - 225 Special Class”Lab Svc. BRI 515 Armory Facilities Service
230 Indlvidual Study Laboratory .. 520 Athletie-Phyeital Ed. Fac. -
235 Individual Study Lab Sve. 525 Ath.-Phys. Ed. Fac. Sve.
310 Office ' - - o B
: 315 Office Service - .o \
. '
. ' . L 4
: ‘. - -smorm)cwcr HOURS PER WEPK . |

Student Clgck Hours Per Week (or stgdent contact hour or student
clock hours) is & measure which reportﬁf@he sum of the number of scheduled
hours of instruction received«by all sthdents, where one student clock
hour equals one hour of scheduled instruetion for ome student. This
‘measuré is tabulated separateLy for other teaching faé&;ities (all-room ,
use, except 110 and 210)..  An hour of instruetion is defined as a class |
period where duration is within the parameters of 45 minutes fo 74 minutes.
An hour and a helf of instruction is defined as 3 class perlod where I
duration is within the parameters of 75 minutes to 104 minutes

e ! . ’ . . . : . -

) . : ' ‘ \\ . - '97' . - ’
- ' : : ’ ' i * : ,‘ ’ ‘ z .

. ) ‘v . . . . “ ‘_ ‘.‘ “, .
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,;‘funds for %quipment and buildings.

Bgilizatien‘of lnstfuctienalepace

'\ . \“;t _ - s N .
: '\i ’ -
\ Lo waczn/mmm RATIO ‘
& Norm: ‘4 square feet of instructional and library space per hour
y ef instruction
\ . : - : .
\,

R The capacity/en:ollment ratic measures the erficiency of use of .«

. 4

educatienal facilities in sross terms. Although it is'usually. expressed
as an abtt;act number, it cbuld be referred to as square feet per student .

E heur of igstruction It is one of the mest significant statistics in

thAt it 48 a factar used in considering an institution s request for isneral

L

"3

reflects the everell relatiquship between available instructional and’
library (1 & L) facilities and the demand ‘which the. academic program ‘of
instruction, in combination with student enrollmént, places upon- such .

Of mcr; importance from a managegial viewpoint is'the fact that it .

tfacilities. The capacity/enrollment ragio (C/E ratio) is\obtained by

[ %
dividing ‘the. assignable square footage f I &L facilities by the)total

'scheduled student clock hours of instruction. By use of this measuregfi

functional as well as physical adequacy or crowding of instructional and

ulihrary facilities may be observed. Generally Speaking, the nugerically \\
lower the capacity/enrollment ratio, the higher the degree of utilizationAA\)

In evaluating by thie index, however, the fact should be recqgnized that

an institution with a 1arge percentage of graduate work particularly in

'_fields such as engineering or agricultute, will generally have a higher
C/E ratio, even though- it may be utilizing its facilities as. well as #
' anotheabinstitution. ) B T ,- L .

¢ N .
“ ‘ . i‘j - R .'

A C/E ratio between 3. 00 and 4. 00 is considered within a desireble
range. A C/E ratio over 5.00 should be subject to analysis

-

¢ _ . D Y

: _/,~ | C/E Ratio Student Clock Hours Per Week

N

ASP of Instr and Libr‘Space‘,



*. Utilizatfon of Instructional Space

- mﬁechnically, the term comprises the total. assiénebie square-feet of
a ca

\ N ! N ‘e ) . . ) - ~ .
. . . .
\ . B : - | . h . ' °
[ - e :

’ . .4 . . ., ‘. " . ‘ " ) ) . ’ -

I . S U 1

P
4‘ACADEMICtEACILiyigﬁﬁg;av:\

-2 . - T - i

The JLerm academic facilities" includes both instructionel gndﬁfs —
brary facilities and instruotionrrelated facilities.”*Instruotion- 3

.
N’?‘

an libtary fsc{iities) which are used for purposes relsted to t‘k instrucggk L

) tion of students or for research or for the genersl adminfstration of the
. educationai or research programs of institutions of higher education. :

In broad terms, academic facilities is the sum of3311 the assignabletv

areas.of a campus, except those used, for museumsﬂand gallegi;\; teaching

hospitals. socisl and cultural development, student support, faculty and
sﬁeff services, community relations, independent operations and those areas -

unassigned incapable of use. This definition is technically inexsct but

it conveys the epncept of academic facilities.

v | ‘ - .

: ’ . . '

us less all roomscbearing category codes 1200 and 2300 all tooms

_ bearing room~use codes 060, 070, 523, 630 635, 660, 665 670 675 750,~-
910, 919, 920 935, 950, 955, and-970; and the remsining rooms assigned |

program codes 42, 51, 55, 66 67, and 70; plus all deleted rooms which

bear a ?320 category code This definition was developed to replace the

definition contained in Appendix C of. OE Form 1031, 7/72 because the new
facilities manual made the .earlier definition obsolete. The”new definition |
hes“never been officially sanctioned. | | |

"} . ‘ . . A . R : : = i K

g “f"‘ ' . L X . = B [
- ) - . . v - .

L
LA
L.

ele&sd“iaﬁilities"include_aiiuxoons or -areas- (other—thsn-instructionsl ""‘i’f"'“ .



' _“Utilization of Instructional Space . - 100
- K

-l ASSIGN&BLE SQUARE FEET OF ACADEMIC FACILITIES
» A S - PER FTE ST&DENT

. * A Norm: IDG squqre,feet of academic,space‘per FTE st&dent ,
IR The U/ 8. O:fiee of Education ugs -uged , 100- essign@blevaguererfeet-ef.wqmit e e
PP academic facilities pe? FTE studeht for several years as a planning factor.
| This now fs. usually translated to I50 gross square feet per FTE student

o on the basis of past studies. o - : - > ot
-"'1 : .. These measures represent‘g middle grouad and are mere valid when applied

to a group of institutions. Academit facilities space-requirements tend to
increase directly with advancing aﬁgdemic level. Institutions which offer

_the program of Iiberal arts and science with education and business curriculé

‘P“ ‘ ~often tend to have values below 100 assignable square feet, and énstitutions
' which offer agrlcgature and engineering eurricula often tend tg have’ values
greater than 100 . L ‘ - .. e
' {\4 - : ) e : - - - '
' ‘ i
P ‘ " More specific norms may be found in the U. S\ Offlce of Edueation ’

'publication "Federal Support for Higher Educatlon Construction Current ;

¥

__"v' -~ Programs and Future Needs.' Thls publieation ptovide§ data by category of :
| - ‘institution for departmeats of instruction and research library, other _ °
" - .'acade ¢ and total academic. An exSEépt ‘of the table follows.
. . , ot ‘. - . « \

-

Assignable Square Feet per FIE - Total Academic .

Y . ) \ * LA ’ , . &
‘ . * ' * \ ," . 2 4
v - Total all institutions S - - < o e o,
. [ Total public institutionms - : ' ‘ ' 103, . .
Totad private institutiohs L B 115
. _ ' : Total Public Private
& - * University and b-yeat ‘ 116 - 114 119 |
A ’ University ' 136 132 - - 130
b-year * ; o 98 : 93 - 103 T
Yver 0 o7
] N . ASF of Academic Féciliti - A (
o | : e - of Academic FAcilities e '
o o ASF.of'Acad Fac Per FIE Stu‘ Number of FTE Students )
- : .‘ ) i w . ‘ '-il“
/“ : ’
, K ’\ /v' ’) -*108 ‘ » i . 7
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Utilization of Instructional Space T ' !L«%.

AVERAGE- wem{' ROOM HOURS OF msmucrmx
- . | ~ IN CLASSROOM§

A Norm:‘?OPtimnm'nse of classrooms = 30 hours per week’ | -J/
o o 7

Average rnom houre of instruetiqn per classrenm is the ratio of the

A

‘ftotal room hours of instruetren per week to the total number of classrooms

"\"ﬁ *rw.-—“

f'%nstruetion A8 defined-aa the
nnmber of hours of scheduled instruction, regardless of class size, occué%ing

in the institutidna. The term "roem hours o

in a room dnring a one week' period. Room hours of instr%etion is indica:ive

| icaf.the number of elass“periods a ropm is used. For example, three classes

meeting for one: hour each and one clash meeting for three hours would -each

/generate three room hours of instruction.

* « AR .

ke The measure tends to indicate the adequacy o? the number of. eveilable
classrooms to ﬁeet the needs of an institution s instruction program. <If the
daytime use is twenty hours or'less per week, one can assume the number is
‘adequate on the basis that cheoretically all classes can be scheduled

- batween exght and twelve o'clock in the morning The large amount of

nighttime utilization in some collegee tends to distort the "all hours'"
‘data as anr\Ssessment tool. "Daytime" utilization refers to ‘all classesr
with beginning_times‘between and including 0500 and 165&_{Eé-hour clock),

nighttime utilization references rall classes with beginning times between
and i%luding 1700 and 1.459 all hours" represents the sum of #flaytime”

-

and "nighttime" utilization.

Total Rm Hrs of Instr in Classrooms
- Total Number of Classrogms

) | .

Avg Rm Hrs =

-~

1 .w.- e

i
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. ' . Prdlization of Imstructional Space : Ca ,
» . AVERAGE WEEKLY ROOM HOURS OF msmucmm S e
T - IN CLASS LABOR&TORIES ', r_p - ' .
' - A Norm: Optimum ése of class laboratories = 20 hours pet}week )
.‘A-’ ,.-_~ ‘ B . . - - ‘ “ -
'. . o Average room hours of instruction per class laboratory is the ratio

of the total room- hours of instruction per qeek to the total numbar of -
laboratories in the institution. The specialized nature of a class lahg~

~ ratory ang its interrela ionship with -a: particular course of instructios 5
E - ‘ ) \\ R
® : limit the use of this ﬁn;

by
".“‘_V‘
. .

|

~.

"o . TR e
/. , . - . . ‘h i .
' In order to obtain an evsluation of its laboratory facilitiss, an ' |
lostitution would have to assess each class laboratory on the basis of .
" such factors as use, requirements, costs of opsracion, and relationshigs
o ' tolother laboratories and the academic program." : _ - T -
) 4 “ -~ | ; | . p
N . Avg Rm Hrs = Total Rm Hrs of Instr in Labdratomies ‘
o . _Ave . Total Number of Laboratories ‘
'_’ “ : - S " ' : C <,
. . , ~ | . B . - . .
- ‘ g . AVERAGE WEEKLY USE OF STUDENT STATIONS
T ' IN CLASSROOMS | o
C - | A‘Nﬁxm: Optimum stpdent.statiOn use for Classrooms = 18 ‘hours per week
o | . . ‘g . . B .

Average student station hours per week is the ratio of total student
. hours of instruotion per week to total number~of student stations in avallable .
" teaching rooms, "Daytime utilization refets to all classes with beginning
:‘,i © , times betwe‘[ and including 0500 and 1659 (24—hour clogtl;‘"nighttimo" utili-,
and including 1700 -
and 0459, and’ "all hours represents the sum of "daytime and "nighttime"
~!’ o utflizacion. : ; o _ - . o ‘

‘zation teferences all classes with beginning‘times betw

e v
M -

' ' The 18.0 hours per week norm is based on uging classrooms an aversge of .

30 hours per week with a 60% utilization of studemt stations whe% classrooms T
“' ‘are in uge. ' : | - S " . i |
- - N . : ', .- L
- © Avg Stu Sta Hrs = ‘Total Stu Hours of Instr in Classrooms

sure as an assessment tool AT e A

Total Stu Sta in'CIassrooms RN .
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Utilization of Instructional Space = . _ I
@ % AVERAGE WEEKLY ﬁsz~oF szgnxnr statrons & L < 0 fL 7
\-1-‘ '£~'. 3 - TOIN: CLASS LABORATORIES-. AR T S e
) e : {

LT A Nom, Optimum student: star.:i.on use fcr class lab.omtories = “. . ‘w‘
x

) A o . t e N : . R,
- s, L v léﬁhours ber week @' A T ) L - ‘;‘3
. " . N . : \* e " .

- - 5 N ‘ Fy . ' ‘ ,\‘ :
", Y Average student station hours per week is tgxe ratio of tal - . “\ . .
i . ) s:udent ‘hours of instmetio& per week to- total number of student sneticns U f <o
SR .‘in available teaching rooms. "Daytime" utilization refers to _all classes; -, '

| ‘ with beginning times between and ineludins 0500 and 1659 L24—hcur clock); - - “'_i .
. \ " nlgh:time unlization references all classes with beginning times betwe@s ‘
- * and including 1700 and 1459; "all hours" represents the sum of "daytime"‘ ‘

: &ﬁd "nighttime" utilizat‘ion. o L e

e
e

L. ! . . . Lo . . - L .
) E . i N . . . . . . . ; .
N B - LI . 3 - ) . : . ° . ‘ .
n,,.?ﬂp ) < g <, . . " ~ . . . n» - A [ -
e . B - . .
a3 . . -y . .
. . C e

A O ey
C4 ’,@” g n;. NS .
ey ?",*‘-*‘; o -ayma,ge Qf 20 hours per week with SOA utilizat:.on of student staticns when -

. _ : Iaberetories are’ “4n use. T e : L AR
s " g S "Higher Education Facilities Planning -and Management Manual IVO" o S
' 'points out (page 126)‘ a ’ ‘ A B . ': Sl

‘ 3 ) R "Occupancy Ratio ca}be expected to *crease as the f BT ’ ,

’ level of the course and the degree of specialization inerease. . B
“Average, Station Oeeupancy Retios for elass laboratcries o -\
. | serving. lower divisien multi-sectioned courses may range S
' } | - 'A_fmfrem 75% to- 854“‘ ‘ o ‘ R —

- ”Average Statiom Occupancy Ratios. for class laborateries | .
_ serving specialized upper division cours‘s may range from 504 o o v

'y e

>

"o 70z." L | et o

‘ o S S UREE Y SN | PO o , __‘, ‘__‘,,; .
o . R o v-t\_r,AVS‘ Sty SEEHTS = Total Stu Hours of Instr in Labsg L

- Total Stu Stations in Labs
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‘ , CLASSRDOHS AND CLASS LABORATORIES 7‘;"f : - I
Generally acceptéd nérms are; E 1* e LT : '_‘ -

. Classrooms . . .‘gw.',;; “60% Student Station Utilization o .
R Class Laboratories - e .‘..802 Student Station Utilizacion

LS - L . ‘ - A
. . .
) . L

i< - . : ’ ' A : . . o PR Y

j‘ e : .. . ) . )
'.‘o,“, \)

The percent studeént station utilizatioh expresses cheAratio of the, - N

’" } ”studeq; s&ations occugied to thg student stations available when Tooms - . .
Eercent student statian utiliiation is reported relgtiye ta -0
The juiiqwing formula

potential student hours of instruction equals "total - ,T-k

+ . are in use.

the total timé.that such rooms were actually used
o ::X 1is used where
‘A _student stations of a seheduled room” x "hours room is scheduled v

.

P " P 4 Studen: Szation Utilization -

R -

Tetal{StudéncUHrs:ofmInsgfnu 'A _
Potential Student Hrs of Instr

b : I ) . . ‘- »

PERCENT STUDENT STATION UTILIZATION - T



« . . 3 . R . \ . s e ‘. . . ; . _ .. .
} E Lo . . . LA . . o ) N ' . : e - S . . ) '
. L o o e s, N . - . - . . . v . . B .
- : .- . - 3 . . - oy . D ’ . N . . i - . TN . .
“ R L R ) ‘ - T 5 ™ . . . CE :
. . - - - . ‘ B . . e - - b o .
. . S . . N i 105 R .
, . } . N . I . A ¥ , _ _ S L
. . ‘ . . : o .
. B . . Al . .. . . . .
. . . ‘. . . O
R . . . . s i 'y
.
. ' . .
b -

Ttilization of Instructionil Space v ‘
-~ . v’ . I N “ ¢ o ; ; ‘
- . L~ 3 - X :
- S - S.?.ACEFACTOR?», o , o e
. .. . : o . ‘ R I N ‘ ’ N TN . . '

_ Generel.' A space fa:tor 18 defined as’ the assignable square feet of teaching .

. - space per ‘student . eleck hout of instruction per. week. It isxan assessment _

- _-‘ " “;.'» measure which is a ccmpcsite of both space allocatibn and space utilization R .' =
;1n one simple term. This measure takes intc account sueh mdicators as the ST

.-number of room hours scheduled per week “thé number ‘of etud'nt station hours o
' per week the percent of student stations scheduled per vee

%

. the @signable

| _ stet_i'm_x._ It rnay be exf)te’seed as: - _“I, ,-~
L | B - SF = ASF/uSH
e  gF = ¥ - ASF/Station LT e e
' = oL T - Hrs/W& x % Station Occupancy . =~ - o e :
xhexe.ASF is. assxgnable square feet and . JJSH is. weekly student hours.. '
®- - R ’
C TV . v oo | ‘_(

'spacsmcmn FOR ,CLASSROOMS. & space factor of 0. 89 s obtained if t:he

- - norms stated in previous tabies are substituted in the fomula‘
S . . T
e U o ClassroontSF - “-—-—-"16" - 8‘9. e
oo SQx-GO%h/Q_'. P S
 SPACE FAC‘I‘OR FOR ACADEMIC LABORATOJRfIES. The term academic laboratory . « |
. o | is used in contraposition to the term engineering[mechanj.cal laboratory .
below because of the large differenee in space requirements The ‘reconnnendgd ' .

area pet student statiori in . laboratories varies from 15 to 150 squiare feet,

- - however, 40 square feetl falls within the - parameters recommended for most
1\..,} A academic laboratories (Table 53 of Manual Two aﬁﬂigher Education Faeilities -
Planning_and Man_agement Menuals). Then the ndrmatlve space factor becomes: | B \
® . - SEemxeg T, | :
< : ;
' | | Y
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" SPACE FACTOR FOR ENGINEERING/MECHANICAL LABORATORIES. Engineering/mechanical

itype labera;or es, whether they be at ‘the uni?efSity or the community collese
f level;‘tqné-to equire more than double'thezspace requirements of most other'
' ldboratpries. A good median type :igure for- this kind of laboratory is5 100 «
- assxgnable squard feet per station. The - normatlve space factor then becomes. -
L : J .
.' ] . < . . - N ) . l . .
i o 100, _ - . 4 \ o
. S¥x Hxsoz-%%» N |
°® ~ w oo ‘
- — SPAGE-GRITERFA .
. C ‘ s\ ‘ - . ' '_ ; . . .
"__ ! The Higher Education Facxlities Planning and Wanagement Manuals, i
L J whieh are published by the Wegtem Int:erstat:e Commissiqn for Higher Educatiqn, _
‘\provide one of the best sources of informaq}on on. space criteria. It is
d recommended that ‘the manuals be used for further information or assessments.
_ In addition, the Alaska. Commission on,Epstsecpndqu‘gducation is always. _
®- ready. £5 respond to queries on facilities matfers. ~ T e e s -
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o o . NET-TO-GROSS RA’I'IO e T
b B A NOrm:' 6?2 ‘of the gross area of 'a building is assignable e  fP'i"ﬂ
' The net-:o~gross ratio relates the assignable area cf a huilding to. its
1; gross area. It tends to. be an indicator of the design efficiency of a

buildigg. ~ghe larger the percentage :he more afficient the building becomes,
at | least in theory. The greatest imgort of the net-to—gross ratio 18 in

o ,1‘ planning new buil&ings and in the major renovation of old buildings.

] o The net—to~grass ratio is an important managerial statistiz. It shouldf
.  . . range from 65% to 75%° depending on the type of building The nationwide
imp":hfe _.net~t0~gross ratio of ‘the 1974 HEGIS Sutvey was .66. 7%. A ratio.of 1ésg
“than’ 602 is cause for concarn and warrants a determination as to whether
design or uniqueness of the facility warrants such a low ratie- ,'5“
i - bl see e
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4'Institutionel Sepgort<?rogram. The imstitutional support program consists |

i
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‘Interior Spacé Characteristies - . s
‘ < Vs ) . B ] o -“‘ e
( vsxocm DEFINITIONS - 7~ |

Instruction Program. The instruction progrem consists of those activities

;A whose outputs are elisible for credit in'meetiﬂg speoifie& curricular o

_-raQuirenents leadins towera 8 particuiax P°8tse°°ndary&degres.or Gﬁrtificate
- granted by tﬁe institution. €;“W;W:,‘. ]‘f»:

- T .-
\( P
o o o F e
-~ 4 ) .

R . o LI R ,"\;‘

. orgaeizeq‘ﬂesearoh Prograﬁ.l “The' primhry ohjjotive of an organized researoh |
' program is the creation and &issemination bf

new knowledge. ., It consists of ;’
aetivities thet have been speoifically organized to pro&uce research outoomes
eommissioned-by an agency either externel to the institution or euthorizedﬁ

fby an organisational unit witbin the institutinn.

. e C SR - L

— .

;Pnblic Service Program. Public serviee ectiv%ties are eetablisheé to make

' of the primery programs through the retention, preservation, and display of L

of the institution.

eveilable to the public the various uniQue resources and cepehilitiea of |

' higher education." The objective of a public service program is'tarprov1de |
liserviees that aqerbenefioial to groups external to the institution."

-

‘;Aoe&emio quport Progfem.‘ The objeetives of the academie suoport prosram

are to provide sopport services that are an integral part ‘of the operations B

materixls, or to provide services that direotly assist the acedemio funotions l

N s -
; . o Iy - Dl
K L3

Student Services Program. The QVerall objective of student serﬁice program
is. tc'oontributewto\sﬁe student s emotional ené physi¢sl well—being, outside
the context - of the formal academie program._ Student hcusiog is inoluded in

. s :

this pragram

N .

of those sctivitiee thet provide operatianal suppott for'the day-to-day |
funciéoning of the orggnization. 'The overall o ective of the institutional

‘:_ support program is to msintain the_institution s onganizational effeetiveness

and coutinuity. :

B SN
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._ o Independen: Operations Program. 'l'ge independent operations program is
'~established o collect those activities that may be vieved as'not related
directly to the' objectives of the institution df higher education.‘

.
. L . » <
. N RN ! - [

- . . . . . . I ®

¥

Unassigped (For Assignable Areas Onl}g) This category is linited to

classifioations of facilities thac are not in use at the time of the
inventory This part:icular program is unique to the facilities universe.

RN ) . .
T
]
-
-
L]
. - ]
s "
° -
‘
. . . . ) \
. . - .
4 v | 15
’ . D ¢ Y -
- T - -
R4S
o AN {
Y -
h ¢ vy . LI
- Lo
AT
. " B £ .l
.- : 1 - ~
‘ .
: N .
- C .
. . . / - -
‘ . s
®-
- ¢ -
-~ s
- \ -
N \
L4
\ .
v
K
.
‘ -
1
o
[ . s
: {
9 N
.
-~ &
¢ - €
-
. -
) ' - a.
t
N -
-
-
.




Interior Space Characteristics . . .~ . .. s -

. ‘ . .
. . . - .
« N .

. 4
® msmucnou,(essxngcnAxowm.xc,seivx_ce SUBPROGRAMS
_ | This aree contains research end public service, as well as. instruction
S subprogrems The research might best be described by the term "commiesioned
e "‘tesearch v oIt doés ndt inciude reseerch as. general‘iy uited to describe the ‘
- academic function of advancemént of knowledge. Routine departmental reeearch
is an inherent‘patt of the instruction ptogrem.- 1hoa, only a part of the

T i S research teking plece is i(cntified end reported separately.

' Public)eervice subprograms can be expected to show very Iittle space .,'.
becaaee the space used for the' programs is elready aseisned to tﬁe primary )
K ptograms " The chenging complexities and Srequent short duration of these '
R activities nake proration of space impractical. | ‘

: Definitions of sobprograms for this table follow

‘-Generel Academic Instruction. This: subprogram consiets of instructional

o- progtam elements Operating during the standerd academic term (as defined o '

L _ by the inetitution) shat are part. of_a_fomi_deuee_o: cextificate cug-__ ...
’ ' riculnm and are managed by the regular academic’gepartwents; B N '

-
e - . .
t . . -

+  Qcecupational and Vocationel Iastruction. This*subprogram consists 6i>those -

activities esteblished primnrily to provide instruction in nonecademic disci~
, plines. This subpro ram is intended primarily for use by institutions offering
i“' two-year {(or iess) terminal iegree progrems for vocational certification i ‘ 'j*ff
| the trades and paraprofessional areas. - . ) |

! Ay .

« @

Speciai Session Instrnction. This subprogram. consists of those inetructionel

activities that offer oredit toward'a formal degree or certificate and are
° in operetion during sunnner session, interinm session, or other period that
' [ not.common‘vith the institutions's regular term.

e e e — e

Ex)ﬁnsion Instruction (for credit) | This subprogtam consists of ell those

instructionnl activities that are meneged separately by an extension division
{or similer agency within the institution) and are epplicable toward a formal
| degree or certificate. ‘

“

,‘,ﬁ

117
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'_Interior Space‘cnaractariaiics A N iii. ) ‘“:- '/Y,NA‘ : :.'\ 5”
‘Institutes and Research Centers. Thia subprogram consists of sll. those - £
'research~related activities that are part of a formai research organization
typically created -to manage 3 number of research’ efforts.‘ T

-

Lo e . . .

'Individuai‘or”ProfEct‘Research.. This aubprogram‘consist cf‘those‘researcn,

‘subprogram.

.factivitiea that are normally managed within the academic epartmenta.v ThiS';-.

Subprogram consists 0of the various*rasearch-related activities that ‘have |
been created as a reault of~ -coﬁfract, grant, or specific allocating of

inatitutional resources to. conduct a study or investigation of a specific N
scope. Cenerally, such. activities may be identified with the principal . “,

investigator and“"ﬁould"be coded witﬁiﬁ*ﬁis aasigned—discipiine———activxties>

_within this suhprogram are normally of a temporary nature, 1. e., created

for a specified period of time; as contrasted to the more permanent naturev -

P

of the research organizations,within the institute’ s and tresearch center’ s,

. . . .. e ) o .

) . : P . . . L ‘ V‘x
. P . -, . - .
Ca [
P

g_mmunity Education. This aubprogram consists of activitiea that are “*

7 established to provide general public services excluding instructional

. Community service is concerned “with making available to the public variousv”

———-gervices and raference b teanai_nrhanmafiaitai internatignal aﬁfai”sA.radiq

managed within the>academic departments or elsewhere within the institution

to provide continuing education, 4. e., non-credit instructionaI services .
to members of the community other than matriculated srndents.; (Definition

- abbreviated > Y e 2+ﬁ}ﬁ”’
Community Service. Community service activities aré managed: either’ within BN

the academic departments or elsewhere within the institution aud have been

. i

activities to the community at large or special sectors within the community .
e

resourc and unique capabilities that exist within the institution.ﬂ Examples

Yolew

of community service may be conferences and institutes, general advisory

.,,.‘_

and televiaion, consultation, and similar activities. (Definition abbreviated )

S~ . v A
AN
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oCoopératiGe Extension Service. This'subprogram'consists of all ‘those-

aetivities established#as thq,result of coéperative efforts betwcen the
Lo B univarsicy and outside agencies, e. 8- agricultural extensicn, urban
“#‘f o extensian, and is intended primarily for land-granc cclleges an& universities.'_ o
e l‘- The" distinguishing feature of these activities is that the programmatic and xu‘¥  L_; ;
“i.'“ A fiscsl contrél is shxrad by the’ institution with one ox more’ governmental i,‘Q';E};ﬁﬁg,
¥ | ~onits. . (Deia’ations abbreviated ) 2.””f"'   , = _';‘:_«.:g, :”:"‘;.<?ffli‘ ErS
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| | "‘.J;-};e‘-ammic‘“sntpom SUBPROGRAMS | o
* The bbjectives °f the academic support program X;a to Provide AU
suppcrt services that are an intagral part of tha cparaticna of the

primary programa Definitiona of subprograms of the acadamic sapport : f;.

7pfbsram follow: . -~

A B - * \' .- . ! ‘. . L * B s e
. ‘e o - . N . . . . .
. . . - . . - RN : - -
- - : ’ < N
: . . ‘ . . : . . .
. . . ) - s - .

"Libtaries. This subprogram censists of all activities that directly support
the operation of a cataloged or othérwise classiﬁfed collection of published
_material. S ‘.' v : ; ‘ :

Museums and Galleries. This subprogram consists of all activities

Zetc.

’Audio/?isual Services.

t,establiahed to provide services related to the collection, preservation,v i

and exhibition of histotical materials, att objects, scientific displays, -

-

] R - . N o
. . - "
J . B B T ) 3.
[N R . . -

i§ subprogram consists of those activitiea

‘associsted with providiwm
,acaaeoic‘prograﬁa of the__v

‘ audio and/or visual materiala to aupport the
titution ‘ ST ‘,"x-““.ci:

'Cooputing;Support. This scbprogram consists of those activities established
~to provide computing support to the primary programs '

. support services to the primary programs and are not appropriately clasaifiei#

"Academic Administtation and Personnel Develepment.‘ This subprogram consists

Ancillary SappOtt “—?ﬁ{gysubprogram consists of those activities that p;ovide i,w

' with the previous subprogtams - Such ancillary support’ activities, whep they
,axist. normally provide joint services to the instruction, organizad research

and public service progranms, e.g.,_teaching hospitals, demonstration schools,‘;

and general glassblowing shops.’. ot | N | . L

. 7 of all activities that provide administrative support and management ditection

for the‘ptinary programs. The intent of this suhprogram is to provide a well—
defined identificaxion of the management functioa, €e8.s department chairmen,
college deans, and aasociated support staff. f S R SR
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® Coursexand Curriculum.nevelgpment. Ihis sdbptosram.ccnsists of those - e
e factivities gstablished. to accomplish the plannins ‘and developmental |
"”_,g~j3 activities £Qr future fnstruction programs The intent of this subprogram o

- ‘* s to separate initially from the current operational aspects of the instruc- N
f‘i.; o  ftion prog:am those- activities that ma; result in instructienal offerings at ‘
o 3?ﬁ ‘some paint beyond the current budget period. This subprpgram may be th°“8ht

of as reflecting investment costs for future instruction program elements.\ o
« . , , ;o o
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- Financial Aid. This subprogram consists of these activities established

-’

. ra
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STUBENT SERVICES AND INDEPENDENT 0PERA;IONS SUBPROGRAMS L

e’

Sl e . 2 *‘ 5'*,;,‘ | o g = ‘ -
Student service suhprograms contain mq&y of the activities formerly
identified es aux%liery services. They are deseribed as follows. - R

R - ~— . . -

.T.

Social and Cul.tural Development. ’rhis suhprogram consists ofﬁll these -

activities t t have been. establisbed te pravide fq: the student 8 social - ~
/,and cultura! N

velopment_ggtsiée of the degree curriculum, e»g., erees thet .
house student activities, cultural events, student organizations, recreation,t

r
LR

intramural athletics, intercullegiate athletics, and studant unions .
| Supplementary Education Service. This subprogram consists of thqse activities
- that have been established primarily to provide matriculatad students with -

supplemental instructien outside-of the normal ecademie program.‘ Generally,

activities “ithin this subpregram are established to provide remedial educa~

tion service as contrasted to instructional ectivities thet.are a part of . .

the degree curriCulum ~

Counseling and Career Guidance( This subprogram consists of these aetivities‘

established to provide counseling serviees, career guidance, and placemeng ;“*&
"iservices for the student body : | ‘

-

to proviée financial aid and assxstance to students. '
'_\'! o - . ‘;.g. . v . , . \ . { ‘,, o
vStudenfﬂéegport. This subprogram coneists of those activities established

. .

within the inetitution to previde eonvenience services to the student body

or services to special student groups. LIt includes areas that house such

ectivities as_student houSins._health services, veterans essistance, dis-‘
- adVantaged assistance, food servicea - and retail serviees and. conpessions. -

“The two subprograms of Independent Operations are._‘
Institutional Ogerations. ‘This subprogram includes those activitiee that

o represent operations owned or controlled by the institutien and-are foreign
o to, ot indepe\ﬂent of the institution 8 mission o g .

- ’ Coa

Ny ) e

. . " . i- N N .
R~ . . . C O w7,
- "



Interior Space Chargcteristics -

® .. ...Outside. Agencies. 'rhis subpmgram consists of those activities that. are
o _A'contmlled or operat;ed by outsid" agencies but are housed or otherwise
‘supported by the iustitution.

e

S . C - — ) _...Q“

o o . . - L oo . .

« LI B . ’ . . . . . ; . ’ ) . .
' w - \ . & : : .

~
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' to development and fund raising, e. g., alumni office, public relations office.

- * - ~§ -"Jf
| ‘ o L v'“‘ -. v'vl: v . v :‘ . L . N ) . . _l 118
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. ’ RN \ .

Y
Fsculcy and Steff Services. This suhprcgram consists of those activities
established tn prnvdde support services for the faculty and staff -

\ -

‘;. g - PR . L . . LR .

. Community Relstions. This suﬁnrnéhem consiéts'of'those“ectivitfes that have
been estéblished to msintain relatinnships uith che general cpmmunity,'the ,;nﬁ

institutien 8 alumni or other constituents, snd to cnnduct activities related

. . L
- . < . =

. The Unassigned category 1is unique to the facilities universe. At&f

‘.

the time she facilities msnual ‘was’ developed the eighty series was unused
_and a program definition to iden:ify areas which represented a potential

source, of sdditional space to meet future needs’ was needed. Later changes

’." in the program structure have designated this series as. scholarships and 3
felluwships. The two- Categories cf unassished space are"' | B .
f:v “ygepable of Use. This caﬁeéory”is limited to rooms that 3?9 not in use but ~-';
‘!.f“ ‘are capable @f use at the time nffthe'inventory.' S s SRR
] , ’ . v ] . . . . P . &‘. ; ) . '
Lt Incanable of Use.. This category is limited to rcoms that are non in’ usé ati
"'f the time of the inventory because they are incapable of use. This includes
S ~.'ereas under renpvation, as well as unfinished areas which are capshle of |
_being finished. - S e
) .;’ ) ' ' : ‘ - ’ 3
. “- . . . ‘ - : .
e - IR
¢ '( .. s N ) '
A o . S
: o A
'._ l,-~ ” - '
. - R *“ ]
' l . - R . _ i o .._.”_‘_‘_' _l__> PV R s et eme ._._....4.;__: — g e C e
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Tlnterior Space_Characteriatics' ‘

-viously assigned to thé general organizational unit" All of ‘the non- )
_.-pcedenic ad‘inistrative type functions of the institution are included in
W_this progrsm. Its subprosraas are: . . - . |

o board, the chief and seniox execetive officers), analytical studies, .

o o

1o .

I
)

"msrnurm:iet-sormar,m‘mssmﬁm SUBPROGRAMS =~ -~ »

A

', The institutional support prosram contains most uf the spaee pre—

B T :
o ) - !

Executive Hanagement.‘ This suhprogram consists: of all centrsl executive
level activities and. other activities concerned with.tbe management-and

T‘ 1ong«range planning of the entire institution. as contrasted to any one i
' program within the institution. It includes areas that(house such central
'operations activities as legsl services,’ executive direction (the governing s,

institatienaliresearchiilens:rangeJmhnuxnmzejnma_“i_ — e o

S . . . Y .

f

| ”Fiseal Qperatioas. This subprogram consists of those central operations

activities related to fiscal. control, investments, and funetional program

elements related to the fiscal operations of the institution ‘ o o ",
| c v _ o - $ .

: General'Adsinistrative"Services. This‘scbprogram consists of'those dctivities
'establishod to provide central administrative sergices to the institutipnal

support program, e. g., admissions, registrar. administrative data processing,

and funetional program elemonts related to student records and stsff per- o .

sonnel s e R «f\\& e S Lo
- ‘,' . - ) ' . e . . ‘ L i .. (‘i

Logistical Services. Ihis subprogr!m consists of activities ‘established to

‘:iﬂjprovide procurement services. supply and maintenance of provisions, and the | y

orderly movemant of: support materials for: the eampus operation. Included
within logistical services are central activities related to the environmental '
health and safety of the staff and students. . '

?hgsical‘Plant Operations. Tﬁis”subprogramiconsiSts“of’those aetipities
aﬁtahlished to provide services ralated to the campus grounds and Eacilities.,
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e - ST - Assmmxm(:mssxrzm BY B

: ch much space should be allocated to each type of Yoom is a question',

i-f | which has concerned builders from the beginnins cf time._ A-propitious
o allocation may become a major factor in-the success of the activity which. |
. is:housed in a- facility The question freQuently faced by a ccllase ad-' -.f?;
- ministrator is vhat av&ilable space should be reallocated aqd what new :
*i;*f —3pace-is“nEeded“tp—provide an appropriate envt onment for the accomplishment _
o of thg institution's educational objectives.  The Higher Education. Facilities |
~ Planning aud ﬂxnagement Mgsuals are a source of, valuable—information in this
‘ ares." Averases of a large uumber of institutions can serve as a' base point o
® &  '- . for further ccnsiderations. The table below'shovs statewide ratio _nxpressed -':
' as a percentage of the to:al assiznable space... The norm shown for" each )
roop type represents the national ratiomﬁexpressed ss a percentage of total
o _space) as compu:ed from the 1974 HEGIS Survny.,.i e
' ReomType - . . 1976+ 1975 1974 = 1973 1972
, . - ' &\ . - , ‘ L S
R - Classroom  —-Norm 8.0 - 7.9 7.8 8.0 - ' 8.1 - 8.2
-+ (Series 100) - o R =
S Laboratory --Norm 14.5 15.0 14.8 . 15.3 15.1 15.7
® .. (Series 200) o - | o -
- Office  =-Norm 13. 0 - 13.7 S 13.4 0 13.3° 0 13.3 12.8
Ce (Series 300) B A ' :
© Study --Norm’ 6.8 7.1 7.0 7.1, 6.9 7.0
(Series 400) ' D . R : N
- . -Special Usg-~-Norm 8. 9\ 7.3 7.5 7.5 8.0 - 7,9
® - (Series 500) . T g e
ot General Use——Norm 12.0 -12.6 S12:4 - 12,5 12.3 12.6
. - (Series 600) o : " . . ‘
- - Supporting ~-Norm 6. 5 : 5.9 6.2 3.8 3.8 3.5
o (Series 700) o > -
¢ ~ Medical Care-Norm 1.4 + 1.7 1.7 1.8 7 1.9 - 1.5 .
® . (Series 800) L . - .
. Residential~-Norm 26.7 27.9 1 28.5 29.6  30.0,  30.8
SR (Series 900) R T '
T : *Thase norms do not apply to the community college system because these
® institutions*iack housing and other auxiliary type space. T N ~'ﬁ9-

. (?d'-‘
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. . . . g ) . . ‘ )
e - | ASSIGNABLE SQUARE FEET PER STUDENT - . - <
e L o STATIOH FOR CLASSRODMS ' 3 "‘ o : -
" .. . A Norm: 16 assignable square feet per station

"'. B The above norm 1s based on the use of large armchair desks in a fcrty

j station classrcom. Tha square feet per sxation may vary from 9 for audi~
‘ toriums aquipped uith small’ armchair desks to 30 for seminar roons. equipped | ’
‘ with tables and chairs. Obuiously, the size of the room, its shapa aad the ‘
1’.,“ type of sea:ing determines its .capacity. . K ‘ . l;-“
R The Higher Education Facilities Planning and- Management Wanuals (page |
C -'62 of Mannai Two) recommend assignable square faet per station for various o
L size classrnom and suting types. An excerpt follows. ‘ '
. h . « R 6
- B Assignsble Square Fhet per Station Criteria R _
o ‘Number ASF for . ASF for- - ASF for
® - of *  Tables and Armchair Desks Armchair Desks
- ‘Stations ~ Chairs : ) Small =~ ' lLarge" |
/. T 1-19 - 20 ~ 30 .18 .22 | .
L. 20- 29 - 20 - 30 , ) 16 ‘ C 20 L I,;Sw
ST - 30 - 39 20 - 25 _ : 15 ¢ e 18 - C .
® . 40 -59 . 18 - 22 SRR U AU - SR .
.. 60 -6 18 £22 13t AR ¥
. ' 100 - 149 -~ 16~ 20 . : -1 14 ST
- 300 + o - 16 - 18 g < 12 .
. ¢ - T e S
‘ ‘ f jp"“
b v ‘5‘ - *
- . - , R . ;} .
. o
. - : ‘ ) . : ‘
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Interior. Space Characteristics R : S d\\> .
'~ . ASSIGNABLE SQUARE FEET PER STUDENT :

‘-"[’ : ? o ‘..STAI‘,ION FOR CLASS LABORATORIES . : R

Althoush average square fqotages and average student station sizes
"of laboratories are used as guidas,_the fact still remains that there is no
"average" class labora TYy. Institutions offering only a liberal arts and

' science program with education and business curricula tend to have small

laboratories and lesser studant sta on sizes than do. phose institutions i'_i S

.-’thst supporc ssriculture and engineering cur:icula. Manual Two of the |
E NCHEMS Planning and Hanagement Manuals provides square footase criteria
' .both by discipline and by level. Some examples arer . o o

?;“Disciéiihe

vSoil Science
Architecture
__Biology
Business

Education
Fine Arts -

“Letters '

Level’

Upper
. Upper
A1l
CALL

ALl
CALL -

__,‘LM:;..‘

A "'.
Py

ASF

 40-50 -
- 50-60
fr:

.‘Diécipl;nel.

 Business Tech

' Data Proc Tech .
Health Sv¢ Tech

-

25-40 - .
50":30 ‘ ' .s"w ulv
25-50

T 20~30

25-35

T . 30-50
. 15-25

" Natural Sc-Tech

Prafting
Automotive
Welding

5060 - . -
©100-150 N
- 80-120...

35-60

‘Mathematics . A1l - 20-30 ‘Public Sve Tech .  25-35
oo R'v . - . . . i . . ) ”-‘-; . ‘ ‘
~ - ‘ S'J - b i -

“ . .
e N
Y . : ’
- . o
I )"‘,
. o s
¥ . e Y . c
o
. ‘ ® , :
& "k { ‘ - «
¢ ’ ) L.
- ~ i : T
’ s .
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.- *7  Building Characteristics - IR

.

+

. C Y - . |
o L .‘ .'owuzasaig OF BUILDINGS ' - o o

-

P . L -

)

- K Each institution categorizes ita buildings undar one of eight- catﬂsor188.~-‘

o i-whieh best descrihea the method by which the building is made availaﬁle to

. : _"'che i_nstitution for use. Data’ are compiled and tabulated by gross “‘1““3
- A"faet. The eight qategoriaa uaed are titled and definad as follows: -

: 1 Owned in fee simple. ' B ‘ -

. 3 : : .
o o2 Titleivestad in the ins:itution and being paid for on an amortization
-~ schedule. L , - o L g

3 Title veste& in & holding company or building corporation t which .
. : . payments are being made. by the institutiou' title will ult tely pass.
@ a " to-the institution. (Includes leaae-purchase arrangements )
4 Not’ owne& by the institution, but leaaad ar rantad.to the institution
: at a- typical local rate., _ _
PO AW
_ 5 Not owned by :he institution, but madé available to the inaticution
®- ; | *,.either at no cost or at a- nominal rate. . - ; :
6 Not owned by the inatituticn, but sharedawith an educational organization S
o : that is not a postaecondary institutioa. IR s v
. 71 Yot owned by the inatitution, but shared with anothar postsecondary
¢ o edueational institucion." . |

3 Other (e.g., aot owned by :he institution, ‘but hared with 4 non-
L educational inatitution) /7~, - .

-

. . - . . . " .
. . T , ) ) : ) o
. ) .__/.“\‘. - X e o T .
. ) .

..
D

o




o ' Building Characterigtics S o | *
] ~ * = ’ ‘ ' ’ . . . ' . -
¢ . CAPITAL DWESTENT I¥ SUTLOTNGS -
e . : . . . - S . . . : .
‘ Capital investment refers to the cost of construction of a
: ? o 'building rnther than the pnrchssa price, if putchased The tern tends
. - . to be mre interesting than maningful for moSt purpcses becnuse the data ;
»’often span ‘a- hundred years of construction. -‘Whan compsred with replacement
L ‘,_vnlue. such data take on more mennins. ' The replanemsnt value should
S |  represent thn cost of construetion of an equivalent amount of space. o ‘
®. “In most cases, value is computed~by applying the current cost of construc—
tion to the gross square feet of a. buildins. The replscement valua should ‘
.. - be considered an approximation rather than the real cost of replacement of 3 ;:
L the buildi cn a campus. ~ - | ” ' |
R g o AGE OF BUILDINGS
-ii.i /,‘ " This categorx_should include the age of buildinss. While much data L
‘may be interpreted as conveying some’ indication of the modernity of a 1v:‘
) " - campus, such indication may be erronecus to the extent that the age of a .  :
-ﬂ : o buildins may not reflect renova ion to modernize its facilities. Co S ’:;';%T

a4t

-~ N
) -
‘ . . - )
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_cstegeries, which permit a definitive classificstion of building needs.,'"ij';*

eInstitutions are urged to 1nvolve ﬁheir preﬁessinnsl engineering en&'ﬁuiliing
_.'msnegement staff to derive an assessment besed on’ the best judgment of sll '
"cencerned. One might consi‘fr that only a team of arehiteets and engineers _
'woulﬁ be. competent to mnke such’ assessments. e expert sssesspent would be" L T
-'nice to have, however, the fleeting validity ef -any essessmen& hrought abou; griyf{;ﬂ.ﬁ
“Aby the lead tima from cnncept to censtruccion negeteskallocation of resourees )
 £0: such general purposes. Admittedly, the use ef’the best judgment of users e

L .o, . ". \ . . '.” B .
ee e et g e T s el T g P
o A o . e . - Yo e ’4 ‘,m;lzs - . . L } .
o L ' . r ‘ L . T " - PN R ' : L ._ o, T o e - ERA . A
. . . K .i‘, f
o S A
UG COMITIONOF BULDINGS T 1 C ool
e e . . \ . : ’ R ! . . ij\‘ "
" ~The need. for ecadenie fseilities involves a veriety of factnrs._' o

Among these are enrollment trends nnd the pdequaey and condition of existing

f;’scadenic apace.\ Enrollments in institutnons of higher edueatign inerensed
126 percent. frOn 1960 to. 1970, nsticnwide. At the University of Alsskn RN
'.”eys:emaide enrollment in 1978 showed a 12 perceat inerease over, enrollnent j *T.~_ifii"

in 1977. Enrollnent growth and other fentors wiil cen;inue to generate s \
need for new facilities at seme institucione. ‘In'a period of trained R
institutional budsecs and’ rapidly rising consnructionfeosts, the cpndition f'“'f' t”ff'
of existing faeilities becemes a vital fnctar. L B . R

Tné faciliﬁies'nnnnsl desefibes bui&ding condition under six

. =

A description of these categories is provided on- :he following psgeR

may not produee an sbsolutely accurate result- fer a perticul&r building'bnt ,
, the overall evnlnetion of all bnildings tends to- be realistie and suffieiently :
" reliable to permit positive plenning. '
i .



U | Building Characteristics '

. e R BUILDING CONDITION . = . ¢ -
_°, 4, 1. Definition. The physical status and quancy of t:he buildins at the I ¢
."( . time of the inventory, based on the best judgme,nt: of those responsihle |
” il fyf"' for canpus developmnt.~ : o T . RN

S Description.' "I‘hi;s‘ bt;ildigg chara_cteris;ic has the'féliioﬁn‘g catgories: .

T : P ‘ o L * . : C . : N
"‘ . . N . . .‘ . . . i ) R 3
oo ‘ P . ¥ ‘ . . . . ) .. ‘ .

1 - Satisfactory
P 4-.Remodeling‘3 -

Requires restoration to present acceptable standards without mjor

o room use changes, alterations, or modernizations. The approximat:e B
_ - cost of "Renodeling A" is not. greater than 252 of the estimated = ¢
W , replacement cost of thc ‘building: - . | R '
| . 3 - Remdeling B~ o R . R ’
R T | N
@ o _~Requires major updating and/or modernization of the building. The - .
e e .. approximate cost of "Remodeling B" is greater than 25%:.but not :
e T greater than 502 of the estimated replacement cost of the building
ST 4-mestessge e S
[ ) o 'Requires major remodeling of the building.' The apprbximsté cost of | ,
o e T URemodeling € 4 greater than soz of the replacmnt cost of the .~ | .
o ’Luilding " ? . . . e
_S-Demliticn R f ‘ S - S k LT
® | Should be demolished or ahandoned because the building is unsafe
L ' '~ or structurally unsound, irrespective of the need for the space OT"
'~ . the agvailability of funds for replacement. If a building is
' 'scheduled for’ demolition, its: condition* is recorded ds - "&emolition" :
| - regardless of true- condition. \ . .
. R 6 - Termimtion " o - x <
o ‘ ; f “"Plaoned . temination or relinquishment of occupancy cf the building T
« '~ .. . -+ .for reasons other than unsafenes??‘y\xctural unsoundness, such
. * . as abandonment of temporary unit tion of leased space. If
® S f “a Building is scheduled for termination, its condition is recorded
L % as "temination", vegar&less of true cau&ition.
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